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Abstract: 

This paper presents the findings of a review of programme evaluation reports of fisheries/aquaculture development assistance. Evaluations were reviewed so as to answer a number of research questions related to the quality of the evaluations themselves, the impacts and outcomes of development assistance (both positive and negative, intended and unintended), and the causes for these impacts and outcomes. It was found that many claims are made about the positive impacts of fisheries/aquaculture development assistance, but that the quality and rigour of the evaluations often precludes any certainly about whether such impacts actually occurred, and if they did, whether they were caused by the intervention or just correlated with it. The paper concludes by making a number of recommendations, based on lessons learned from the analysis, as to how both future evaluations and programme activities themselves, could be improved. Implementing the recommendations proposed would help to more rigorously and unambiguously demonstrate project/programme impacts, but would require considerable changes in both the methodologies used and the financial and human resources allocated to complete evaluation studies. While such changes may not always be justified if the resulting evaluation costs represent a disproportionate percentage of the total development assistance costs being evaluated, attention must be paid to ensuring that sufficient evaluation budgets are provided for.
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Executive Summary

Study context, objectives and methodology

i. This study builds upon a previous PROFISH-supported review of fisheries development assistance, which used a new comprehensive database on project level AID (PLAID) assembled by researchers at the College of William and Mary (USA). The previous review analyzed fisheries projects included in the database, and produced a greater understanding of the historical profile of development assistance delivery by the main multilateral and bilateral donors to the fisheries and aquaculture sector, the main recipient countries, and the key areas of assistance. However, the analysis suffered from a lack of information about the impacts of development assistance. 

ii. The objective of this study, completed during March and April 2008, is therefore to complement the earlier analysis with a review and synthesis of the available impact assessments of fisheries/aquaculture development assistance undertaken by the major multilateral and bilateral donors and agencies active in the fisheries/aquaculture sector.
iii. The study comprised of three Phases. Phase 1 involved the collection of documentation from donors, other consultants, and relevant websites. The documentation collected can be divided into four main categories: documents of a methodological or guidance nature; project evaluations; non-fisheries specific programme evaluations; and fisheries-specific programme evaluations. More than 130 documents were collected in total.
iv. Phase 2 of the study involved the development of a methodology to be used in the review and analysis of the documentation collected. The methodology agreed with FAO was for the main analysis to focus on a detailed review of all fisheries-specific programme evaluations. Due to budgetary limitations and various methodological issues, it was agreed not to review project evaluations. Methodological documents and guidelines were to be reviewed as background to the main analysis, but not to be reported on in the study outputs. It was also agreed that non-fisheries specific programme documentation should be briefly reviewed. 
v. Phase 2 also agreed a number of research questions related to the quality of the evaluations themselves, the impacts and outcomes of development assistance (both positive and negative, intended and unintended), and the causes for these impacts and outcomes.

vi. Phase 3 then involved the detailed review and analysis of the fisheries-specific programme evaluations, and the preparation of this report. The findings of the analysis relate both to evaluation methodologies, and to the impacts of the programmes reported on in the evaluations, and can be grouped into key findings and recommendations.

vii. Implementing the recommendations proposed below would help to more rigorously and unambiguously demonstrate project/programme impacts, but would require considerable changes in both the methodologies used, and the financial and human resources allocated to complete evaluation studies. While such changes may not always be justified if the resulting evaluation costs represent a disproportionate percentage of the total development assistance costs being evaluated, attention must be paid to ensuring that sufficient evaluation budgets are provided for.
Key findings
viii. Donor organisations may have a vested interest in seeing evaluations that report positively on their activities. Such vested interests may compromise the integrity of the evaluations completed, irrespective of whether they are self-assessments or evaluations that are contracted out to consultants/third parties. 

ix. Methodologies required to complete rigorous evaluations can be complex, requiring specialist expertise not just in the fisheries sector, but in evaluation methodologies themselves. The requirement for a broad range of skills is further enhanced by recent trends towards types of development assistance that are more multi-disciplinary in nature. 

x. Assessing impacts is typically just one a very large number of issues considered during evaluations. Other issues and evaluation questions relate to the relevance, efficiency and effectiveness of programme/project design and implementation, as well as sustainability. As a result, impacts are often inadequately dealt with in evaluation reports, especially because they may be more problematic to assess than other evaluation questions.

xi. Budgets and timeframes provided for evaluations are typically small, thereby compromising the ability of those undertaking them to provide high quality outputs.

xii. Many donors do not appear to have conducted programme evaluations. Programme evaluations which examine impacts across of a range of projects are very important in learning lessons so as to maximize the impacts of future development assistance.

xiii. Clearly stating the intended impacts of development assistance in evaluation reports is important in assessing whether programmes can be deemed to have achieved what the set out to achieve. It is easier for programme evaluations to be clear about the intended impacts when the projects included are conceived under an over-arching programme intervention logic, but this is not always the case. In addition, there is often a tendency for programme design documentation to be more specific about activities and outputs, than outcomes and impacts, resulting in a failure of many evaluations to be able to state clearly the intended impacts and outcomes.

xiv. Given shifts in development paradigms from exploitation to conservation and management, and the fact that most of the evaluations reviewed cover periods post-1990, it is not surprising that the most common intended impacts relate to improved management and sustainable exploitation rather than production increases. Also showing strong prominence are intended impacts and outcomes related to economic growth, sustainable livelihoods, poverty alleviation, and human capacity development. Perhaps a little more unexpected is the relatively minor importance of intended impacts and outcomes related to food security, given the important contribution that fisheries/aquaculture can make to food security and the fact that food security is a Millennium Development Goal.
xv. Two out of every three evaluations reviewed claim very extensive or good impacts/outcomes resulting from development assistance.

xvi. It is not possible from the evaluations reviewed, to determine any direct linkages between the different types of assistance, and the different types and extent of the resulting impacts.

xvii. The DAC classifications and clarifications/notes on coverage (see footnote 3 in Section 3) are not particularly useful when categorizing different projects/programme, with different CRS numbers covering overlapping or complementary types of activities.

xviii. A comparison of the intended and claimed impacts/outcomes discussed in the various evaluations, shows that in many cases the intended objectives described are different to the actual impacts and objectives reported. When this is the case, it is almost always the result, not of unintended positive impacts, but of evaluators assessing and writing about impacts that are different to those originally intended. This is sometimes explained by a lack of clarity in the intended objectives of the programmes. But it is also often the result of evaluators finding it easier to assess and describe outcome benefits, than benefits at the impact/goal level.

xix. Many programmes fail to specify indicators and related baseline data at their inception, making the measurement of success problematic. This is often explained by the difficulty in obtaining such data (both before and after programmes), and the failure to plan detailed evaluations as part of a Monitoring and Evaluation Plan prior to programme commencement. Only by doing so can the necessary steps be taken to ensure that the inferences made in evaluations are robust and valid.

xx. Many programmes fail to adequately discuss the externalities that may cast doubt on the claims made about programme successes, and which also provide contextual information of importance in assessing programme implementation. Thus readers are left unclear as to the extent to which any changes measured (if at all) are due to a programme and the extent to which they would have taken place anyway – a problem of correlation as opposed to causation.

xxi. Determining the extent of correlation vs. causation, and the validity of inferences made in evaluations, is also strongly determined by the type of evaluation methodology used. Virtually no evaluations include the use of control groups, thus limiting the confidence that can be had in inferences made about the changes measured.

xxii. The time at which evaluations are conducted may have a significant bearing on the results. Some positive benefits may not materialize until some considerable time after a programme has been completed, but waiting to evaluate results also complicates the ability of evaluators to attribute changes to the programme rather than to other external factors.

xxiii. The trend in the type of development assistance towards enabling projects/programmes and normative work, and the trend towards more complex multi-disciplinary support, make it increasingly difficult to attribute positive impacts to programmes/projects.

xxiv. The problems listed above do not necessarily mean that the impacts claimed in evaluation reports were not actually achieved as a result of programme support, but they often reduce confidence in the impacts being claimed in the reports.

xxv. The causes of success are very wide ranging, and it is not possible to make conclusions about some being more important than others. However, common themes include a) the importance of demand-driven programme/project design, b) the use of appropriate technology, c) flexible and high quality sources of expertise, and d) the importance of long-term donor commitments. It should also be noted that irrespective of the extent to which programmes may be compliant with these causes of success, supportive enabling conditions may be crucial to programme/projects achieving their intended objectives.

xxvi. Parallel to a discussion of the causes of success, and the extent of the positive impacts of development assistance, is a consideration of the sustainability of these impacts. Many of the evaluations reviewed for this study were noticeably lacking in a proper consideration of the sustainability of the impacts claimed.

xxvii. Few evaluations suggest that development assistance actually results in negative impacts/outcomes, and the few examples provided typically relate to overfishing, and to negative environmental impacts of aquaculture developments. However, in seeking to find positive impacts most evaluations do not specifically and sufficiently investigate whether negative impacts/outcomes may have resulted, and a focus in evaluations on any distributional changes in incomes resulting from interventions is frequently lacking.

xxviii. As with the causes of success, the causes of failures of interventions (in terms of both achieving their objectives and of any negative impacts) are wide-ranging, but relate most commonly to externalities and poor programme/project design and implementation.

xxix. A brief review of the non-fisheries specific programme evaluations has not generated any additional or contradictory findings to those outlined above.
Recommendations

xxx. Increasing the quality of evaluations seeking to assess the impacts of fisheries development assistance can be achieved by donor evaluation departments contracting out evaluations to third parties, rather than evaluations being self-assessments or contracted out by fisheries advisers/departments.

xxxi. Budgets for programme/project evaluation should be sufficient (within the overall scale of budgets for project/programme support) to allow for an improved quality of evaluations, and where possible evaluations should seek to measure impacts against control groups.

xxxii. Evaluation teams should increasingly be multi-disciplinary in composition to reflect the increasingly complexity and breadth of programme activities/outputs and intended outcomes and impacts.

xxxiii. Terms of Reference for evaluations should pay particular attention to requirements for impacts to be assessed, rather than just outcomes or outputs. They should also require rigorous methodologies to be employed, and for evaluation reports to specifically highlight their own strengths and weaknesses in terms of issues such as correlation vs. causation, externalities, timing issues, etc.

xxxiv. Evaluations should be required to specifically address and investigate negative impacts, rather than just seeking to identify/measure positive ones. And programme/project design must address potential negative impacts and propose mitigating measures.
xxxv. Donor support for different projects could often be better planned under a single- or multiple-programme intervention logic.

xxxvi. M&E plans should be specified on programme commencement, and should contain detailed baseline data for all proposed indicators of programme outcomes and impacts.

xxxvii. In order to increase the success of programmes/projects, donors must strive to ensure a) demand-driven programme/project design, b) the use of appropriate technology, c) flexible and high quality sources of expertise, and d) long-term commitments.

xxxviii. Greater attention needs to be paid to the potential for poor programme/project design and externalities to negatively impact on success in achieving objectives. Such factors can be mitigated by sufficient budgets being provided for programme/project preparation, and by such preparation work being specifically required to consider in detail the externalities, risks and assumptions associated with the linkages between activities, outputs, outcomes and impacts.
xxxix. Follow up research to complement and build on this study could include:
· A detailed review and presentation of the differences between, and relative strengths/weaknesses, of different evaluation methodologies required by different donors;

· A detailed review of project evaluations, with key findings and conclusions being presented about the impacts and outcomes resulting from different types of project assistance (i.e. by DAC type); and

· A review of the DAC/CRS codes, with recommendations for a more useful/meaningful categorisation.

1. Introduction

This work builds upon a previous PROFISH-supported review of fisheries development assistance, which used a new comprehensive database on project level AID (PLAID) assembled by researchers at the College of William and Mary (USA). The previous review analyzed fisheries projects included in the database, and produced a greater understanding of the historical profile of development assistance delivery by the main multilateral and bilateral donors to the fisheries and aquaculture sector, the main recipient countries and key areas of assistance. However, the analysis suffered from a lack of information about the impacts of development assistance. 

The objective of this study, completed during March and April 2008, is therefore to complement the earlier analysis with a review and synthesis of the available impact assessments of fisheries/aquaculture development assistance undertaken by the major multilateral and bilateral donors and agencies active in the fisheries/aquaculture sector.

The ToR for the study is provided in Appendix A. The study was comprised of three main phases, with a number of associated outputs as shown in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1: Study Chronology and Outputs
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This report outlines the activities and steps taken to complete the study, considers a number of methodological issues, and presents the main findings.

2. Phase 1: Information and data collection

2.1. Activities and methodology

Phase 1 involved four Activities, principally related to the collection of evaluation reports.

Activity 1: A draft letter to donors was prepared providing background information on the study and specific details regarding a request to assist the study by providing relevant evaluation reports. The draft letter was discussed with FAO/PROFISH and piloted with one donor agency to assess whether donors would find the request for assistance both clear and possible. Some minor modifications were made following agreement with FAO/PROFISH, and the letter was finalised. The letter to donors is included in Appendix B. Once the letter had been agreed and finalised, it was sent with an email to donors/agencies. Appendix C provides information on the donors/agencies approached, along with the individuals contacted in each donor/agency, their contact email address, and the result/response of the enquiries made.

In the letter to donors, evaluation reports were requested for projects/programmes a) started after 1990 and b) already completed. The rationale for this was three-fold. Firstly, many donors have only recently begun to display more emphasis in evaluation work on the impacts of projects, so it was felt that many older reports from pre-1990 would be of limited/less value. Secondly, asking for evaluation reports over a longer period of time would have increased the scope of the task being asked of the individuals in each donor/agency, thereby reducing the likelihood of them being prepared to find and send the relevant reports. Finally, only evaluation reports for projects/programmes completed were requested, because projects/programmes still underway can be expected to have made less/little progress towards fulfilling their stated purposes and goals/impacts.

The letter to donors was specific in its instruction that this study is not interested in an evaluation of project/programme activities or outputs, but only in project/programme purposes/outcomes and goals/impacts.

Activity 2: The ToR for this study also requires the consultant to draw on recipient country ‘self-assessments’ of fisheries development assistance. The consultant therefore requested a range of country recipients and consultants based in developing countries to provide information on whether such self assessments are conducted and might be available. Appendix D provides information on the individuals contacted, their contact email address, and the results/responses of the enquiries made.

Activity 3: Not knowing in advance what sort of response would be obtained from donors and recipient countries to the requests outlined above, the consultant also spent considerable time searching the internet (e.g. donor websites and google searches) for relevant evaluation reports, and requested evaluation reports from other consultants. Some relevant website addresses are included in both Appendix C and Appendix E.

Activity 4: The final activity during Phase 1 was to catalogue the data/information collected to date, and to prepare a Preliminary Report based on a provisional review of the reports collected. The Preliminary Report presented information on the activities completed during Phase 1, the information collected, and some initial ideas as to a methodology for the finalisation of the study.

2.2. Results

A list of documents collected, and retained on file for eventual archiving with FAO/PROFISH, is provided in Appendix E, and total more than 130 in number. Reports were collected from the web, and from the large number of donors who responded to the information request (as detailed in Appendix C). 

Despite the many evaluation reports collected, it should be noted that this collection is sure to be incomplete, and may not be representative, due to the fact that:

· Some evaluation reports may only be for internal use and not in the public domain. GTZ for example is known to use an electronic impact and progress monitoring tool (e-VAL) which is only used internally
;

· The consultant may not necessarily have contacted the most appropriate person in each donor organisation;

· The response rate was poor for the request to recipient country government officials for any self-assessments;

· Requesting donors to provide evaluation reports, and relying on those available on their own websites, may have resulted in a tendency to obtain a disproportionate number of reports that provide positive assessments of their respective projects and programmes (an issues discussed in more detail in Section 4.1);

· Requesting fisheries/aquaculture project/programme evaluation reports has resulted in a relatively small number of evaluation reports of multi-sectoral or cross-cutting projects,  which nevertheless may have included an assessment of the impacts of fisheries/aquaculture components;

· Requesting donors and only a few large INGOs for evaluation reports has by definition excluded private sector aid and the very many small NGOs that may have conducted their own evaluations. This is potentially significant given the increasingly importance of aid from such groups, as noted in the previous study; and

· Donor databases and archives may also be incomplete in their coverage of small-scale grant programs and discretionary funding.

Despite these limitations, the large number of documents detailed in Appendix E provide the basis for some interesting analysis as presented in Section 4. The documents collected can be broadly divided into four categories as follows:

· Category 1: Documents of a methodological nature (23 documents) relating to:

· evaluation guidelines for particular donors;

· donor aid frameworks for the fisheries sector, or

· general discussion papers on assessing project/programme impacts.

· Category 2: Fisheries project evaluations (54 documents);

· Category 3: Programme evaluations by donors which are not fisheries specific, but which cover, to some extent, a review of fisheries assistance. These are often country assistance evaluations (26 documents);

· Category 4:  Programme evaluations of fisheries sector support by individual donors (30 documents
), either
· for their fisheries sector support as a whole in developing countries
· or for fisheries sector assistance to one country over an extended period (and therefore covering a number of projects);
The study attempted to focus most strongly on Category 4 i.e. the collection of fisheries-specific programme/thematic evaluations, as suggested by FAO/PROFISH during Phase 1 as of being of most interest. It did not attempt to collect/archive an exhaustive list of documents under the first three Categories. Thus many of the documents collected under Categories 1-3 were provided in response to the consultant’s requests to donors for ‘project/programme evaluations’, or were saved while searching the web for fisheries thematic/programme evaluations. Appendix E (bottom of the table “Other sites of potential relevance”) indicates a number of websites which could be used to access many other fisheries-project evaluations and to expand the collection of documents, especially for Category 2. 

Category 4 documents relate to programme evaluations of a wide range of assistance by many different donors to fisheries/aquaculture in many countries of the world, but with a focus most strongly on assistance to Africa, Asia and the Pacific. This represents a similar concentration/focus to the delivery of aid by region as discussed in the previous study completed by researchers at the College of William and Mary. The evaluations also cover all the various fisheries/aquaculture sub-sectors e.g. marine, inland, capture, aquaculture, post-harvest, small-scale, industrial.
There is often a rather ‘grey line’ between projects and programmes, and distinguishing between a large project and small programme can be problematic. This is especially the case as some ‘projects’ may be titled as ‘programmes’, often so as to imply a broader and more inter-disciplinary set of activities and impacts. Given this grey line between projects and programmes, the consultant has had to use common sense in allocating some evaluation reports into Category 2 as opposed to Category 3 or 4. This allocation has been completed on the basis that a programme can be thought of as a set of related projects which collectively deliver an overall change. These projects may be related by virtue of them taking place in the same country or being funded by the same donor. They may also be expected to evolve over time to generate optimum benefits and impacts, and to be directed by an overall strategic management team within the donor organisation. Finally, they may or may not, be governed by a single well-defined intervention logic i.e. governed by a logical framework; as we will see later the fact that not all programmes are based on a clearly defined logic can raise problems in measuring their impacts. Projects on the other hand tend to try to avoid change to the defined scope in their delivery, normally have a project management team charged with delivery, may often be ‘stand-alone’ activities, and can almost always be expected to be guided by a clear intervention logic and logical framework.
With respect to self-assessments by recipient countries of the impacts of donor assistance to the fisheries sector, definitive statements as to the extent to which these are carried out or not, is not possible due to the poor response from those approached for information. However, while one or two countries are known to undertake their own assessment of the impacts of projects, it seems likely that this is not common practice, and it is very doubtful that any countries have undertaken programme evaluations of fisheries sector support as a whole, except in so far as any such evaluations are carried out jointly with donors.

3. Phase 2: Agreement on methodology

Phase 2 considered a number of methodological issues of relevance for the completion of the analysis, and agreed a methodological approach to be used.

The following text provides some comment on each of the four Categories of reports collected, and for each one, explains the approach and methodology agreed with FAO.

Category 1: Methodology documents and fisheries sector aid frameworks

The objective of this study, as per the ToR, was not to provide a normative output on how to conduct impact evaluations. The consultant has not therefore spent time comparing in detail how different donors do, and should, evaluate impacts; indeed such a task would have been a major undertaking, and was not possible within the timeframe and budget for this study. Likewise, this study was not intended to highlight the focus of fisheries development assistance, because that was covered under the previous review of the PLAID database. The consultant did not therefore focus specifically on collecting and analyzing donor frameworks for fisheries development assistance, or guidance documents for project/programme evaluation.

However, evaluation guidelines clearly have an impact on the quality and content of the evaluation reports collected under Categories 2-4. As such those documents collected during Phase 1 were briefly reviewed to inform the analysis of documents in Categories 3 and 4. But this report does not provide any comment on the methodology documents themselves.

Category 2: Fisheries project evaluations

During Phase 1 the consultant collected a large number of fisheries project evaluations, and located many more that could certainly be accessed and archived. The ToR for this study refer to an analysis of both programme and project evaluations. However, in clarifying the analysis to be undertaken they state that the analysis should “Indicate any follow-up work required, such as an analysis of a representative sample of project level impact assessments”. It was therefore agreed that the intention of the study should be to focus on programme evaluations, not project evaluations. 

Justification for excluding project level evaluations from the analysis conducted as part of this study is provided primarily by the budget/timeframe for this study, but also by the fact that the project evaluations collected, while significant, were not expected to be sufficiently numerous and wide-ranging to draw any statistically meaningful conclusions about the impacts by project type i.e. those that sought to achieve different goals/impacts and outcomes resulting from different types of activities and outputs. It was therefore agreed that, in accordance with the ToR, this report should restrict itself to indicating any follow-up work on project evaluations that may be appropriate (if any).

Category 3: Non fisheries-specific programme evaluations

The majority of non fisheries-specific programme evaluations collected relate to reviews of assistance by donors to one country across all sectors that may have been supported, but which mention fisheries somewhere in the text. Fisheries are typically only covered in brief. However, it was agreed that the study should briefly review all relevant evaluations under this Category, with some key findings to be presented.
Category 4: Fisheries-specific programme evaluations

This Category of documents was agreed as the main focus of the analysis to be conducted. In reviewing and analyzing the evaluation documents, it was agreed that the analysis should consider as ‘impacts’ both goals/impacts and outcomes/purposes, rather than confining itself only to the goals/impacts level of the logical framework hierarchy (see Appendix B and Figure 2 on page 8).

It was also agreed that the analysis should attempt to answer the following research questions:

1. To what extent are the intended objectives (impacts and outcomes) of the programmes clearly stated in the evaluations, against which performance can be assessed?

2. What are the intended objectives (impacts and outcomes) of development assistance?

3. Do evaluations suggest that investments have had positive impacts and outcomes, and if so what are they?
4. Do evaluations reveal clear linkages between types of development assistance (i.e. by DAC type, and/or for fisheries, aquaculture, inland, marine fisheries) and the different impacts/outcomes? It is noted that the main DAC criteria/groups
 for types of development assistance consist of:

· Fishery services (31391)

· Fisheries research (31382)

· Fishery education and training (31381)

· Fishery development (31320)

· Fishery policy and administrative management (31310)

5. How valid are the claims made about any positive impacts, and what is the general quality of the evaluations?

6. What appear to be the main causes of any successes in moving towards stated impacts and outcomes?

7. Do evaluations suggest any negative impacts/outcomes of development assistance?

8. What appear to be the main causes of any failures in moving towards stated impacts and outcomes, or causes of unintended impacts/outcomes?

In considering the methodology to be used to answer these research questions, Phase 2 identified a number of anticipated methodological problems, such as:

· Expected differences in methodologies and classifications used by donors for specifying programme goals/impacts, outcomes, outputs and activities. However, it was expected to matter less if similar objectives are classified within either of the two categories of a) programme goals/impacts and b) programme outcomes/purposes, than if similar objectives are specified in either goals/impacts or outcomes/purposes, and then also in outputs;

· The potential lack of a rigorous use of indicators, or an empirical basis on which to justify claims about programme impacts. This may be explained by poor programme design and evaluation, or simply by the fact that some impacts may be very hard to quantitatively assess. It was agreed that if no impact indicators were established this should be pointed out in the study outputs;

· The type of inferences drawn from observations in the evaluations i.e. do evaluations consider whether any stated impacts are necessarily causated as opposed to just correlated with programme activities and outputs i.e. are the observed impacts actually due to the programme activities as demonstrated by impacts in ‘control’ areas which were not subject to donor assistance. It was therefore agreed that the consultant should consider the extent to which evaluations specifically acknowledge the difference between causation and correlation, the extent to which evaluations only consider correlation, and if so, the extent to which they can be viewed as being sufficiently rigorous;

· Differing use across evaluations of what one might term ‘direct’ impact indicators where the stated objective is directly measured, as opposed to ‘indirect’ indicators which may be used to infer programme impacts (this may not necessarily indicate a weakness in the evaluation methodology but just represent a cost-effective method of conducting such evaluations); 

· The differing ability/extent of programme evaluations to link a discussion of impacts with a discussion on sustainability of those impacts (potentially over different timeframes); and

· The extent to which evaluations contain information about the political, social and institutional contexts in which the programmes have operated, and how these and other externalities might have affected the impacts; 
The extent to which these issues actually affected the quality and content of the evaluation documents reviewed, will be considered in the next section of this report. 

The ToR suggests an analysis of a sample of the impact assessments (providing a justification for the sample selected). However, it was agreed during the Phase 2 that all the fisheries-specific programme evaluations collected should be reviewed. 

4. Phase 3: Analysis and study findings

4.1. Introduction

This section of the report provides some answers to the research questions posed in Section 3 above, and is structured accordingly. In answering these questions, the review of evaluation reports has highlighted a number of important methodological issues, as well as providing information on the impacts, or otherwise, of fisheries development assistance. Reference are provided in brackets and relate to the internal cataloguing numbers assigned to the evaluation reports collected, as presented in Appendix E.

However, before considering each research question, it is interesting to first consider why evaluations are conducted, by whom, and for whom; the answers to these questions can have a strong bearing on the quality and content of the evaluations completed, and their ability to tell us about the impacts of fisheries/aquaculture development assistance.

Figure 2: Purpose of evaluation

[image: image3]Source: Author (note: this study is interested in the outcomes and impacts of development assistance, hence the text and boxes highlighted in bold)

As can be seen from Figure 2, projects/programmes are typically designed, then implemented and finally evaluated. Evaluations are conducted for two principle reasons:

· to learn lessons that can be used to feed back into the subsequent design and implementation of future projects/programmes; and

· to provide accountability, value for money, and justification for increased/continued or decreased/de-continued support.

The latter of these two reasons may have an important bearing on the objectivity of evaluations, given their potential use as a ‘sales pitch’ to generate additional funding, lobby for continued support to the sector, justify existing jobs, and provide the basis for positive public relations and communication messages. This may be especially the case where donors conduct their own self-assessments and have a vested interest in demonstrating positive results. However, even when external consultants/organisations are contracted to undertake evaluations, objectivity may be compromised; where fisheries departments/advisers within donor organisations have a strong vested interest in favourable evaluation results and where they maintain responsibility for signing-off and paying for the work of consultants, there is clearly scope for influence over the final evaluations published. This perhaps makes the case for external evaluations to be contracted by evaluations departments within donors, not by fisheries advisers/departments. Such practices could also be expected to increase the quality of the methodology employed in evaluation reports, given the specialist evaluation expertise required to undertake rigorous evaluations.

As can also be seen from Figure 2, assessing impacts is typically one of just a number of evaluation questions that are considered when evaluations are completed. It is normal practice for evaluations to assess the relevance
, effectiveness
, and efficiency
 of project/programme design and implementation, as well as the impacts
 and issues of sustainability
. Even though impacts are partly themselves determined by the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of programme design and implementation, a focus on these different evaluation questions means that a programme can be classified as efficient, but still have no impact. It also means that the consideration of impacts may typically make up only a small part of the evaluation outputs. This problem is compounded by the fact that it is very often easier to answer the evaluation questions of relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency of design and implementation, than it is to determine impacts, so evaluations may deal only very briefly with the impacts achieved. 

Finally by way of introduction, two additional points are worth making. Firstly, while perhaps obvious, the quality of evaluations and their ability to adequately assess impacts is very strongly determined not just by the expertise of those completing them, but also by the budgets and timeframes provided. While not explicitly considered as part of this study, it is known that both budgets and timeframes are often limited, with evaluations conducted by small teams over short time periods. The result is that evaluations are often not able to be as participatory as they should be in terms of discussing the impacts with beneficiaries, and do not have sufficient time to collect data necessary to make quantitative statements about impacts. Small budgets also limit the potential for broad multi-disciplinary teams – a factor that may be important when evaluations are intended to assess a wide range of impacts and outcomes across a broad range of beneficiaries.

Secondly, as already noted this study does not pretend to have collected all programme evaluations that have been completed by all donors. Nevertheless it seems clear that many donors appear to focus on evaluations of individual project evaluations rather than programme evaluations. These individual project evaluations, unless considered alongside others as part of a programme evaluation, may have a limited ability to inform ways of increasing the impacts of development assistance. 

The evaluation practices of Norad perhaps stand out as a good example of sufficient focus and budget for programme evaluations. Over the past years a significant number of programme evaluations have been conducted of assistance to particular countries or of long-term support across a number of countries (see Appendix E). And at the time of writing, Norad’s evaluations department have commissioned a study with a budget in excess of NOK 1.7 million ($350,000) to conduct an evaluation of all their fisheries/aquaculture development assistance since 1985.

4.2. To what extent are the intended objectives (impacts and outcomes) of the programmes clearly stated in the evaluations?

This question is important because without a clear statement of the intended objectives/impacts of the programmes, evaluations can not be expected to assess performance against planned impacts. Clarification of the intended impacts is important in ensuring that subsequent assessment of the actual impacts (see Section 4.4) actually measures performance against what was intended, and not against other potential impacts.

The 30 programme evaluations collected were reviewed for the extent to which they clearly state the intended objectives/impacts of the programmes, and scored (very, quite, not very, or not at all) based on the consultant’s assessment of the extent to which the intended impacts were clearly detailed.  The assessment showed that almost half of the evaluations (14) contained a very clear description of the intended impacts, 11 evaluations contained information deemed to be quite extensive, and five evaluations were classed as having ‘not very’ extensive information on intended impacts. 

Given that one could expect the starting point for any evaluation of impacts to measure the impacts against those initially envisaged, what then are the reasons for the fact that not more of the reports reviewed were clear about the intended impacts? The answer lies in part due to the fact that many of the programme evaluations examine activities or individual projects that may not necessarily have been conceived of as a coherent programme at all. As a result, there may be no clear ‘programme’ intervention logic or programme logframe specifying the intended programme impacts. The Norad BENEFIT evaluation for example (ref 120) states that “there is no programme/project document in the traditional sense containing the objectives, outputs, activities, inputs and implementation plans. This is partly a result of the history of the Programme, originating as a mechanism for research cooperation developed and promoted by active scientists”. So the evaluation team had to design its own goal/impact and outcomes against which performance was measured. 

Some programmes may contain information on a very wide range of type of projects, with very different intended impacts, also making clear specification at the programme level more difficult than for programmes covering more homogenous types of projects. Ideally, to enable easier assessment of programme performance against intended impacts, projects should be conceived under a programme framework working towards similar and clearly defined outcomes and impacts. 
It must be acknowledged however that national development priorities and needs (let alone development paradigms) may shift over time so that a programme evaluation assessing performance over a long time period may need to consider intended impacts that are both numerous and changing over the period under consideration. Nevertheless assessing programme performance would certainly be easier if projects were conceived under a programme intervention logic. The Danida evaluation of programme support to Vietnam (report ref 5) for example recommends that “There is a need to improve documentation and to include a strategic plan showing how the sub-activities and activities contribute to the objectives. Further there is a need to ensure that pilot projects are seen in a strategic long term context where replication of successful models is carefully addressed.” And an FAO auto-assessment (ref 80) notes that “The Technical Projects (TPs) have evolved through ‘projectizing’ normative Regular Programme (RP) activities. The brief descriptions of the TPs contained in FAO’s Medium Term Plan (MTP) do not follow the logical framework approach. Thus the relationship of problem identification, setting of objectives, statement of assumptions, and links between outputs and objectives is not clear. This means that the RP activities are far less amenable to effective evaluation than field activities such as Technical Cooperation Projects.” An EC evaluation of the Pacific Regional Marine Resources Development Programme (ref 122) also found that intended impacts were not available at programme level before evaluation, so the evaluation tried to organise all the projects into one integrated evaluation, specifying an overall programme goal
. 

Specifying intended impacts may be problematic too for evaluators of programmes, where documentation appears to mix outputs, outcomes and impacts. The South Pacific Commission (SPC) review of the Oceanic Fisheries Programme (OFP) (ref 108) for example has a mission that appears more like an outcome
, not a developmental impact. And its specific objectives are arguably a mix of impacts, outcomes, and outputs
. 

A final reason for the fact that not more of the programme evaluation reports contain good information on intended impacts, is because the original programme and project documentation is often much more detailed on intended activities and outputs, than on outcomes and impacts. For example, as noted in a review of the SPC Coastal Fisheries Programme (ref 107), “The only other general comment on the CFP Strategic Plan relates to the emphasis on using outputs rather than outcomes with performance indicators to measure progress towards meeting objectives. The Plan seems somewhat “inward looking” in places and oriented towards measuring the performance of CFP staff in terms of the quality and quantity of the Programme’s activities. In the end, what really matters is how well countries perform as a result of CFP assistance in achieving the objective of sustainable coastal fisheries. One way of addressing these two comments may be to establish a new, overarching objective for the CFP” The EC evaluation mentioned above (ref 122) also states that “the indicators in the original documentation basically describe expected outputs”. 

4.3. What are the intended objectives (impacts and outcomes) of development assistance?

What then are the intended impacts of development assistance to fisheries/aquaculture as presented in the programme evaluations described? With the proviso that similar objectives may be classified as both an impact and an outcome in different evaluation reports, and the fact (as noted above) that being clear about the impacts intended has not always proved easy for evaluation/review teams, there is a very wide range of intended impacts and outcomes as stated in the various evaluation reports. Probably most dominant in terms of the number of times mentioned across the different evaluations reviewed, is the intention for development assistance to lead to improved management and sustainable exploitation. Also showing strong prominence are intended impacts and outcomes related to economic growth, sustainable livelihoods, poverty alleviation, and human capacity development. Increases in production are not prominent as an intended impact or outcome. These findings are perhaps not surprising given the shift in emphasis from fisheries development/exploitation to fisheries management and conservation that has taken place over the last 30-40 years, and the fact that most of the evaluations cover assistance post-1990. But perhaps a little more unexpected is the relatively minor importance of intended impacts and outcomes related to food security. At the time of writing, the UN estimates that current food price rises have the potential to push more than 100 million people back into poverty and food insecurity, undoing much of the progress made in recent years towards the Millennium Development Goals (MDG). Given the very important contribution that fisheries/aquaculture can make to food security
, and food security as an MDG, one might have suspected that more programmes would be attempting to contribute to this objective. Other objectives that are included, but which one might also have expected to see taking greater prominence given their increasing prominence in recent years, are gender, good governance, and democracy. 

4.4. Do evaluations suggest that investments have had positive impacts and outcomes, and what are they?

The positive impacts claimed in each evaluation report have been classified as being very extensive, good, some/limited, or none at all. The 30 evaluation reports analyzed, when taken as a whole, allow for a meta-analysis of the impacts and outcomes resulting from development assistance to the fisheries/aquaculture sectors – noting the proviso that no attempt has been made to make a weighted assessment based on different amounts of funding provided for the various programmes
. Table 1 suggests that, despite frequent assertions that fisheries projects/programmes often struggle to demonstrate successes, the claimed impacts/outcomes across all assistance may be good to very extensive, with two out of three evaluations claiming very extensive or good impacts/outcomes. 

Table 1: Evaluation reports claiming positive impacts and outcomes

	Extent of positive impacts and outcomes claimed
	Number (from total of 30)
	Percentage of total
	Evaluation reference number (Appendix E)

	Very extensive
	5
	17%
	2, 5, 45, 69, 108

	Good
	14
	47%
	9, 18, 61, 80/83, 82, 84, 86, 106, 109, 118, 119, 120, 122

	Some/limited
	11
	37%
	8, 31, 33, 40, 64, 78, 79, 87, 113, 123, 124

	None at all
	-
	
	-


Source: Author

A few examples of some of the impacts claimed are provided in the two Boxes below.

Box 1: Some examples of positive impacts claimed in the evaluation reviews of bilateral assistance

The review of Norwegian/Namibian cooperation in the fisheries and maritime sectors (ref 2) “adjudges the results and impacts of the cooperation to have been very successful”. It states that “for most of the period since independence, Namibia has achieved full cost recovery relating to normal ongoing expenditure on fisheries management. This has been achieved by few countries around the world but it offers the best approach to achieving sustainability for the effective fisheries management.  Credit goes to the Namibian Government first and foremost for achieving this and for acting on advice provided through fisheries management advisors provided by Norad.” And that “Namibianisation was also an issue which came under the management support element…. The Ministry’s Annual Report of 2002
, reports progress towards Namibianisation of the sector. The share of Namibians crewing fishing vessels increased from 42% in 1994 to 65% in 2000.” While noting that figures mask distributional benefits from the sector, the evaluation also notes that “The share of the quota in the hands of Namibians is often cited as indicative of the extent of Namibianisation.  In 1991, for example, Namibians had 17% of the hake quota whereas in 2002 they had 80%, according to the 2002 Annual Report of the MFMR”. It concludes that “The foundations for greater Namibian participation in the sector were laid in the formulation of policy and the legislation which gives expression to policy. Thus Norway has contributed to the gains that have been made overall in Namibianising the industry by supporting key policy and legal advisers to the Minister and to the Permanent Secretary for a period of some 12 years.” It also claims that research conducted by the ‘Dr. Fridtjof Nansen’ “provided critical advice at Independence enabling the new Government to negotiate with foreign fishing interests with confidence regarding the status of stocks. The research results and the management measures emerging from the research have ensured that Namibia has established sustainable fisheries.”
The review of Danida funding to Vietnam for fisheries sector programme support 2000-2005 (ref 5) includes much information about the perceived positive impacts, including that “There is a perceived strong impact on policy and strategy development in Ministry of Fisheries (MOFI) and in the provinces visited. Stakeholders have expressed that both the STOFA I and ALMRV II components have changed attitudes and capacities in MOFI…Overall, SUMA was very successful and much has been learned about the practicalities of working with the Ministry of Fisheries and associated agencies. A great deal of technical and practical information is now established regarding improving aquaculture through better planning processes, the application of better framing practices and the implementation of new technologies…The Consultant has found SUFA to be a “very satisfactory” component of the FSPS in terms of development impact, particularly on poor areas and poor households. That impact has been direct and measurable, with immediate and sustained returns measured by pond (or rice-fish) area productivity and profits.”

The DFID FMSP review (ref 64) provides only little description of the impacts with regard to some production and income effects of the enhancement of inland fisheries, but extensive outcomes from clusters of projects of different types which resulted in the use of outputs to inform new management, increased capacity, policy, guidelines, and increased cooperation.

The Norad review of institutional co-operation in fisheries research and management Mozambique-Norway (ref 118) notes significant outcomes in terms of capacity development of various institutions. In terms of impact it reports that “Mozambique’s fisheries sector produces a net economic surplus for the country. The value of the various license fees and taxes from the fishery surpasses the cost of fisheries management and research and there is thus a net benefit to the State. This is unique on a global scale. This is not a result of the present project but the project has contributed to maintaining and consolidating this situation.”

The Nansen program (ref 61) has “directly or indirectly been an instrument for the bulk of the scientific information available and also for the development of the national research capacity. Almost all information available on the distribution, abundance and migrations has in some way or another been collected through, or in cooperation with, the Nansen program. Scientific information available has led directly to management action and plans. Activities have also resulted in increased regional cooperation”
Box 2: Some examples of positive impacts claimed in the evaluation reviews of multinational assistance

The Auto-Evaluation of FAO Activities in Fisheries Exploitation and Utilization Programme 2.3.3 (ref 80/83) reported an average score of 2.38 for the impacts of 12 projects (within a range from 1 = 3, with 1 being unsatisfactory and 3 the most satisfactory).

The ADB impact evaluation of genetically improved farmed tilapia (GIFT) (ref 34) notes the ADB contribution to the international research and development cooperation
. The evaluation notes outcomes in terms of demonstrated genetic improvements, catalyst in R&D investments, facilitation of private/public partnerships, and raised public investment for increased production. It then probes the catalytic effect of the research and noting the impact of GIFT and GIFT-derived strains on farmed tilapia production states that “Without the ADB TA and related funding from UNDP and others, aquaculture genetics research in general and tilapia genetic improvement research in particular would probably have been delayed by at least 10 years in the Asia and Pacific region….overall it is clear that tilapia farming now contributes very significantly to food security, incomes and employment.”

The ADB Special Evaluation Study on Small-Scale Freshwater Rural Aquaculture Development for Poverty Reduction (ref 9) claims poverty reduction impacts through increasing production from existing aquaculture farms and coastal areas, and integration of aquaculture with existing crop and livestock farms.

The Nordic Development Fund fisheries sector evaluation final report (ref 124) of assistance provided to Cape Verde, Mozambique, Malawi, Maldives and Namibia
, claims production and employment increases resulting from assistance.

FAO ref 86 notes that “given the size of FIRI, it would be preposterous to attribute major trends and shifts in aquaculture to the actions of the Programme. However, without claiming a causal link, it can be noted that in South and South-eastern Asia, where aquaculture has been successful, FAO maintained concentrated support in this region through the UNDP-funded ADCP (Aquaculture Development Coordination Programme) during the 1960s and 1970s.  Furthermore, one major specific impact in this region has been the conversion of one of the projects' regional centres, NACA, into the major independent, inter-governmental organization for the sector.  Similarly, it is in those areas where FAO has had aquaculture field projects that nascent aquaculture sectors now exist, e.g. in Brazil, Cuba, Kenya, Madagascar, Mexico, Mozambique, Nigeria, Zambia, and in the southern part of the Mediterranean basin.”

The special evaluation study of ADB fisheries policy (ref 33) examined impacts using case studies in Sri Lanka, Philippines and Indonesia and reported positive impacts in terms of coral reef recovery, reduction in IUU, increased production, and improved incomes. Additional outcomes were noted relating to (i) strengthened capacity for community fisheries management; (ii) functioning local fisheries management committees for implementing community-managed fisheries schemes; (iii) systems for resource databases, licensing, and surveillance; (iv) legal support for coastal resource management; and (v) replicated coral reef management approaches. And the ADB sector synthesis of evaluation findings in the fisheries sector (ref 113) found that “of the 27 evaluated projects as of June 1998, one third were rated as generally successful, one third partly successful, and one third unsuccessful. It also notes that production outcomes were limited in the marine sector, but that “on the whole, an enhancement in the socioeconomic conditions of fisherfolk was noted, although at a smaller scale than expected at appraisal”, and reports increased production for local consumption, and that a number of aquaculture projects had contributed to the restocking of natural and artificial water bodies.

Source for Box 1 and 2: Author and references cited

Also of interest is whether the positive impacts and outcomes claimed are the same, or different to, the intended impacts as specified in the evaluations (see Section 4.3). This is relevant because it provides a potential indication as to whether a) positive impacts/outcomes were unintended, and b) evaluations are measuring/assessing the correct type of impacts/outcomes i.e. those intended. 

A comparison of the intended and claimed impacts/outcomes discussed in the various evaluations, shows that in many cases the impacts claimed are similar to those intended, as discussed above in Section 4.3 i.e. poverty alleviation, sustainable production, etc. However, this is certainly not always the case, and the intended objectives described are in many cases different to the impacts and objectives claimed. When this is the case, it is almost always the result, not of unintended positive impacts, but of evaluators assessing and writing about developmental achievements that are different to the impacts originally intended. This is sometimes explained by a lack of clarity in the intended objectives of the programmes. But it is also often the result of evaluators finding it easier to assess and describe outcomes (or even outputs), than benefits at the impact/goal level.  

For example, it was noted above in Section 4.2 that the EC evaluation of the Pacific Regional Marine Resources Development Programme (ref 122) found that intended impacts were not available at programme level so the evaluation specified its own overall programme goal to “to establish systems to enable countries to maximise benefits while ensuring sustainability of DWFN activities”. However the evaluation then goes on to claim a range of outcomes (increased knowledge of stocks, cost effective communications, establishment of a legal territorial basis, provision of a facility where regional policy and technical decisions can be made) but does not attempt to assess/measure any performance of the programme against maximizing benefits or ensuring sustainability of DWFN activities.

Italics have been used in this section to highlight the fact that Table 1 presents the analysis of the impacts and outcomes claimed in the various evaluations. At least as important in terms of commenting on the actual developmental impact of fisheries/aquaculture assistance, is an assessment of the methodology employed by the evaluations, and their resulting quality and rigour – factors which may lead us to question some of the positive impacts being claimed. Discussion on this issue is provided in Section 4.6.

4.5. Can any conclusions be drawn about the types of development assistance and the types of resulting impacts achieved?

One of the original intentions of this study was to examine the extent to which it is possible to draw any conclusions about linkages between the types of development assistance (i.e. by DAC type, and/or for fisheries, aquaculture, inland, marine fisheries) and the different impacts? This is potentially interesting because with such linkages defined, it would then be possible to make some extrapolations from the types of assistance provided by projects in the PLAID database, to the potential impacts/outcomes. 

However, most of the programme evaluations cover groups of projects that cover most if not all of the five main DAC categories as well as most if not all sub-sectors e.g. marine, inland, etc. Furthermore, programme evaluations often report on multiple objectives in terms of the intended and claimed impacts and outcomes, and are based on reviews of projects that may also be intended to achieve multiple impacts. Many of these impacts may be closely related e.g. a programme/project output may achieve both poverty alleviation and food security impacts. 

An additional problem is caused by the fact that the DAC classifications and clarifications/notes on coverage (see footnote 3 in Section 3) are often not particularly useful when categorizing different projects, with different CRS numbers covering overlapping types of project/subjects. For example, it is often far from clear whether an aquaculture project is CRS 31382 (pilot fish culture) or CRS 31320 (aquaculture). Likewise, there is often a grey line between fishery education/training (CRS 31381) and institution capacity building and advice (CRS 31310). And marine and freshwater fish surveys (CRS 31310) and fishery research (CRS 31382) are also overlapping.

All of the factors raised above unfortunately preclude any clear and direct linkages being made between the types of assistance, and the types or extent of the impacts. As already noted, positive impacts are claimed for both marine and aquaculture projects/programmes. However, and without being able to draw firm conclusions, some evaluations do hint at potentially better performance of aquaculture projects/programme in terms of their impacts (see Box 3).

Box 3: Do aquaculture projects perform better than capture fisheries projects?

The World Bank study Saving fish and fishers: Toward Sustainable and Equitable Governance of the Global Fishing Sector (ref 40) notes that: The impact of these investments has been rather modest in terms of outcome, sustainability, and institutional development; independent evaluations carried out by the World Bank rated fisheries projects and major project components significantly below the average performance of other sectors. Aquaculture development has performed better, with the outcomes of most investments being sustainable.”

The ADB review of its fisheries policy (ref 33) states “A significant proportion of post-evaluated projects approved in the 1970s, largely covering the marine fisheries subsector, received unsuccessful ratings (44%). Postevaluated projects approved in the 1980s, dominated by aquaculture projects, have unsuccessful ratings of 33%…By December 2005, the 29 postevaluated fisheries projects showed poor results: 31% (9) were rated generally successful or successful; 34.5% (10) partly successful; and 34.5% (10) unsuccessful. These 29 projects represent 43% of all ADB-financed fisheries projects, and 51% of all completed fisheries projects. Of the 17 marine fisheries projects, 41% (7) were rated unsuccessful. Aquaculture projects performed somewhat better: 56% (5) were rated successful, 33% (3) partly successful, and 11% (1) unsuccessful.”

And as noted in Box 2, other ADB evaluation studies have specifically highlighted the positive impacts of the GIFT programme. 
Source: Author and references cited

4.6. How valid are the claims made about positive impacts, and what is the general quality of the evaluations?

The following three tables, when taken together, provide some overall indication of the validity of claims made about impacts/outcomes, and the quality of the evaluations reviewed. The classification and assessment of the quality and rigour of the evaluations reviewed, is of course subjective, but is informed by the discussion following the tables. It should be stressed that the weaknesses highlighted are not necessarily due to the fault of the evaluators involved, given budgets/timeframes provided to complete the evaluations, Terms of Reference to which they may have been working, and a number of important methodological limitations in assessing impacts and outcomes as discussed below.

Table 2: Are indicators provided for impacts?

	Are indicators provided for impacts?
	Number (from total of 30)
	Percentage of total
	Evaluation reference number (Appendix E)

	For all
	1
	3%
	78

	For most
	2
	7%
	5, 34

	For some
	11
	37%
	2, 9, 18, 31, 33, 40, 69, 109, 113, 114, 124

	For none
	17
	57%
	8, 61, 64, 79, 80/83, 82, 84, 86, 87, 106, 107, 108, 118, 119, 120, 122, 123


Source: Author

Table 3: Extent to which externalities and risks, and their effect on impacts, are discussed

	Extent to which externalities and risks, and their effect on impacts, are discussed
	Number (from total of 30)
	Percentage of total
	Evaluation reference number (Appendix E)

	Good/extensive
	8
	27%
	5, 9, 33, 34, 40, 69, 78, 109

	Partial/adequate
	12
	40%
	2, 8, 18, 61, 64, 86, 87, 108, 118, 119, 122, 123

	Only a little or not at all
	10
	33%
	31, 79, 80/83, 82, 84, 106, 107, 113, 120, 124


Source: Author

Table 4: Overall assessment of the validity of inferences about impacts

	Extent of validity of inferences about impacts
	Number (from total of 30)
	Percentage of total
	Evaluation reference number (Appendix E)

	Very rigorous
	1
	3%
	78

	Good
	7
	23%
	5, 9, 33, 34, 40, 69, 113

	Adequate
	12
	40%
	9, 18, 31, 79, 84, 87, 106, 107, 108, 118, 119, 123, 124,

	Poor or not valid
	10
	33%
	2, 8, 61, 64, 80/83, 82, 86, 109, 120, 122,


Source: Author

Types of evaluation, the use of indicators, and the issue of externalities

Evaluations may take a number of forms. Process evaluations focus on the extent to which the programme was carried out as planned. Such evaluations focus primarily on activities and outputs, not on outcomes and impacts, and may rely strongly on qualitative methods. Qualitative research tends to rely on focus groups, in-depth interviews, or surveys with short answers or open-ended questions. Such evaluations are not the focus of this study, although as noted in Section 4.1, most of the evaluation reports reviewed consider both programme implementation, and programme impacts/outcomes. These process evaluations can be important in understanding the extent to which outcomes are impacted by programme implementation.

Impact and outcome evaluations on the other hand attempt to determine benefits to beneficiaries that may have been brought about by activities and outputs. Ideally they should incorporate a certain degree of quantitative data, if confidence is to be had in the statements made. Qualitative information can also be used to assess outcomes, but generally has very limited value if attempts are made to use it to assess impacts. Some examples of quantitative indicators used in the evaluations are shown in the Box below.

Box 4: Some examples of quantitative indicators used in the evaluations reviewed

The following are some indicators contained in evaluations to justify claims made about the impacts/outcomes of programme assistance:

· In 1991, for example, Namibians had 17% of the hake quota whereas in 2002 they had 80% (ref 2);

· During the implementation period of SUFA the mean annual per capita consumption of fish increased in SUFA target areas in Bac Kan, Nghe An and Ha Tinh from 9.33 kg capita-1 year-1 to 13.7 kg capita-1 year-1 (42% increase) and mean annual household income from aquaculture increased from VND 1.05 million to VND 2.84 (169% increase) (ref 5); and

· Dissemination and adoption of GIFT and GIFT-derived strains have contributed significantly to the expansion of employment in tilapia farming. At least 280,000 people in the Philippines (footnote 15) and 200,000 people in Thailand, inclusive of their families, directly and indirectly benefit annually from employment generated by tilapia farming alone… For GIFT growout ponds, excluding fish consumed by households on the farms, net returns range widely, from $1,783 to $4,241/ha/crop cycle…In tilapia farming regions of the Philippines, rural producers had much higher annual tilapia consumption (39.5 kg/person) than rural non-producers (15.9 kg/person) (ref 34).

Some indicators used may be proxy indicators of outcomes such as positions held by ex-course participants, and retention of past SPC/Nelson course participants in fisheries (ref 109) being used a proxy indicator of capacity development.

Source: Author and references cited.
As can be seen from Table 2, a worryingly small number of the evaluations reviewed provide sufficient information on impacts/outcomes in a quantitative form using indicators. 

Why then do so few of the evaluations contain good quantitative indicators of impacts and outcomes? Reasons include the fact that many programmes either have no clear impact/output indicators specified on programme initiation or they propose types of indicators but without providing the associated baseline data for those indicators. Evaluations may also review projects for which there are no impact or outcome indicators provided. The Results and Impact Review of Norwegian/South African cooperation in the Fisheries Sector 1995-2005 (ref 119) for example notes that “many of the projects and activities included did not exactly conform to the standard set-up used by MoFa/Norad (the Logical Framework Analysis). Instead of describing ultimate goals and precise objectives, many projects have been more concerned with describing activities and outputs. This also implies that there has been a lack of precise indicators.”

Baseline data are essential against which to measure impacts/outcomes, and provide the starting point against which all programme/project outcomes/impacts should be measured. Thus, indicators should never be proposed for which no baseline data is available, as there is then no way to measure the progress of the programme/project. Many programmes, and their evaluation, suffer from the problem that it is often easier to think of intended programme impacts and outcomes, than it is to obtain the related baseline data or associated data at the time that evaluations are conducted; this may be both because data are not collected/available at all, or just due to the time and effort that may be required to collect them. 

Such problems can be mitigated by the specification of detailed Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Plans prior to activities commencing, something that is often not done. M&E plans should be structured around the fact that monitoring is used to assess programme/project implementation, while evaluation is used to assess outcomes and impacts. They should include:

· detailed information on the indicators

· the frequency and timing separately for a) monitoring and b) evaluation reports

· specific monitoring and evaluation responsibilities to all relevant parties i.e. who should be reporting to who

· the activities required to complete the M&E requirements (e.g. stakeholder consultation, fieldwork, regular reporting)

· methods and tools to be used to collect information/data necessary for different indicators i.e. the means of verification

· technical issues related to specific indicators and their means of verification, and

· dissemination components and techniques.

Even within impact/outcome evaluations that do contain quantitative data compared against baseline data, there is a clear hierarchy in terms of the quality of inferences that can be drawn from such data based on the type of evaluation methodology employed; some evaluations allow for data to be used to demonstrate clear causation, while others only allow for correlation. 

· Randomised control trials (RCTs) are the ‘gold standard’ of evaluation, and provide the highest quality level of evidence that an intervention or programme is successful. Used in clinical/medical trials for many years, such methods are now beginning to be used to evaluate the impacts of social interventions. A RCT design means that individuals or groups of individuals (e.g. a school, or village, known as a cluster randomised trial) are randomly allocated to either receive, or not receive, the programme. Because participants (or groups of participants) are randomly assigned to one group or another, other factors that may influence the outcome are more likely to be balanced between the intervention and non-intervention group;

· Controlled before-after studies are used when randomization is not feasible. The controlled before–after study design involves observing a particular impact or outcome (e.g. income levels, fish consumption/food security) before and after the programme in both the people who receive the intervention, and those in a control group. The control group should be as similar as possible to the programme group and any important differences between the groups need to be taken into account. Having a control group means that that trends that may have been occurring aside from what was happening due to the programme are taken into account.
· Interrupted time series studies. This type of study may or may not use a control group, but a series of measurements may be taken (rather than just at 2 points – before and after) so that the impacts observed are less likely to be affected by any externalities affecting the impacts at the specific time when evaluations are conducted. For example a ten-year programme intended to reduce poverty levels in fishing communities may achieve reductions in years 2, 4, 6 and 8, with all benefits then eradicated in year 10 due a macro-economic crisis. An interrupted time series study would capture the benefits achieved in years 0-8.

· Before–after studies (no control group) are often used to evaluate the impact of a programme, but provide the weakest evidence for the effectiveness of a programme. This design involves measuring the impact/outcome before and after the programme. However, without a control group, the scientific merit of these studies is relatively limited as it is often difficult to attribute with any certainty the change in outcome to the introduction of the programme.
Of the 30 evaluations reviewed, just under half included some form of quantitative data on at least some outcomes/impacts. However, only one, the FAO review of assistance to Cambodia (ref 78) was a ‘controlled before-after study’; all the others which report any changes in indicators over time, are before-after studies without a control group. 

If conclusions can only be drawn about correlation (i.e. if studies have no control group), evaluations should also then at least assess and comment on the extent or likelihood that any impacts observed are because of programme support (i.e. they should be informed by issues of externalities (see below) and probability). However, in reviewing the evaluations, there is an almost universal failure to specifically acknowledge the differences between correlation and causation, or to consider the extent to which changes measured can really be attributed to programme assistance. The FAO review of assistance to Cambodia provides a good and rather illustrative example of some of these points (see Box and Figure below); points which are also acknowledged in one of the FAO auto-evaluations (ref 80) when it states that “Technical Projects must be designed so that the causal relationships between interventions and objectives are more clearly manifest and the underlying assumptions for the achievement of objectives stated. The MTP (or supplementary supporting documentation) should contain details about how outputs are expected to be used, what results are expected from that use, which indicators are proposed to determine whether outputs are in fact being used and how those indicators will be measured.” 

Box 5: FAO review of assistance to Cambodia

This study was the comprehensive assessment of all FAO’s activities implemented in the country over the period 2002-2006. One of the major areas of FAO’s work in the country during this period was the support provided to fishing communities around Tonle Sap Lake, before and after the fisheries policy reform that was started by the RGC in 2000-01. In late 2000, the government took a strong political position on the conflicts existing on the fishing grounds by releasing a number of fishing lots for local community management. A legislative process was launched, building on FAO project’s results on community-based natural resource management, promoting it as a model for this type of intervention in the country. This led to the approval of the community fisheries (CFIs) and community forestry regulatory frameworks. The overall objective was to assess to what extent the fisheries policy reform had an impact on the state of the natural resource base and on livelihoods of those using the resource, and how FAO implemented projects had contributed to developing capacities for natural resource management and livelihoods improvement in communities living within the Tonle Sap Biosphere Reserve in Siem Reap Province. The study was carried out by a multidisciplinary team of national consultants and enumerators, coordinated by an international consultant resident in the country, under the overall supervision and responsibility of the FAO Evaluation Service. The whole process took about 8 months to complete.

Using control villages (CVs) (non-CFIs which did not receive FAO support), a range of indicators were used to assess the impacts in terms of poverty reduction, food security and sustainable livelihoods. Positive impacts were found in poverty levels in CFI villages. However, CVs demonstrated almost identical levels of improvements.  (see Figure 3. Without the use of CVs and the setting of the evaluation in the context of the policy reform, an evaluation could easily have come to the erroneous conclusion that improvements in poverty and food insecurity were due to FAO support. Access to and use of potable water also improved in both CFIs and CVs, as did (to a very small extent) a reduction in coping strategies for food insecurity. The study also showed virtually no change in occupational patterns, consumption patterns, benefits of CFI membership, or access to credit. However the study did show changes in 7 attributes of social relations, for which CFI villages showed marked improvements while CVs generally showed no change.

Source: Author and reference cited.
Figure 3:  Trends in poverty ranking
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Source: Reference 78.
Also of great importance is the need for evaluations to consider the context in which programmes take place and the externalities that may be impacting on both the programmes themselves (implementation and outcomes/impacts), and on the indicators of success being measured/assessed. Such consideration, as suggested in Table 3, is often not sufficient. These externalities can inform lessons learned for future programme design and implementation, but also help in explaining programme failures and successes and the extent to which they can be attributed to programme activities or not. For example, the Danida evaluation of assistance to Vietnam (ref 5) uses indicators of seafood exports rising from $917 million in 1999 to $2.75 billion in 2005, and the number of markets supplied by seafood products rising from 65 to 105 over the same period. But while in general there is good consideration of externalities in this evaluation, there is no discussion about the extent to which these specific achievements took place within the context of growing global trade (especially from developing countries), or dynamism with the private sector in Vietnam that may had nothing to do with programme activities. One is therefore left with the impression that the impacts claimed by the programme may well have occurred anyway.

A related issue, and one seldom acknowledged in evaluations, is that if programmes (or projects) on their own would not be sufficient to bring about impacts, but would require considerable additional resources for impacts to be realised (e.g. from other donors, governments, or the private sector), or operate in the context of ongoing trends and developments, then programmes may not be the cause of impacts, rather just contributors to those impacts. There may be few instances where it is possible with any great certainty to say that programmes/projects have causes impacts, rather than contributed to them.

So far in this section, concerns about the validity of claims made in evaluations about positive impacts have focused on weaknesses in the way evaluations are planned for and conducted. There are however a number of other factors which make completion of good evaluations problematic, however well-intentioned evaluators may be and however well-planned the evaluations are.

Timing and spatial issues
The time at which evaluations are conducted may be critical to the results. This point is alluded to in the description made above about the benefits of interrupted time series studies. But the timing of evaluations is also important when there are time delays between the assistance provided and the impacts that result. Thus evaluations taking place at mid-term or even on completion of programme support may not capture any positive impacts which may take longer to materialise e.g. stock recovery leading to increased sustainable incomes. These issues are raised in a number of evaluations as shown in Box 6.

Box 6: The impacts of time on assessing impacts and outcomes

As noted in the results and impact review of Norwegian/South African cooperation in the fisheries sector 1995-2005 (ref 119) “When conducting evaluations, timing is essential. In other words, the precise point in time when projects are evaluated may be quite crucial for the outcome. In the case of South Africa, an evaluation of fisheries assistance in 1999 would have been rather bleak, with the reallocation process in shambles and MCM in serious crisis. Three years later (with the 2002 evaluation) and now, five years later, the perspective is different, and the overall result is positive. In resource management it is over-optimistic to expect great results within a short time.” 

Reference 120 (the BENEFIT programme: report of the evaluation panel) also raises a similar issue when it states that “The Programme has not been active for a sufficiently long for the impacts of the longer term development objective to be fully evaluated. It is currently only possible to try to judge to which extent the activities in the Programme are targeting the development objective and can be expected to contribute to this.” 

The DFID review of the Fisheries Management Science Programme (ref 69) notes that “Change itself can be difficult to attribute to the project, and especially so in the case where the project is working at an enabling level. This is because other factors, both internal and external, are also acting to create changes in the context. It has been recognised by a range of authors that the utilisation of the outputs of research, the outcomes of the utilisation of these outputs (intended and unintended) and resulting change in the context (the impact pathway) take time to develop (e.g. Flint and Underwood 2002; Ryan 2002; Herweg and Steiner 2002; Baur et al. 2001). There is often a time lag from delivery of research outputs to uptake and impact, which may be several years”.
Source: Author and references cited

This might lead one to conclude that evaluations should be conducted some time after programmes have been completed. However, here lies an additional problem. As noted in Reference 69 (Fisheries Management Science Programme: An overview of developmental impact to 2005), because of the large number of factors impacting on the target beneficiaries, “As time goes on it becomes increasingly difficult to establish the links between the observed changes and the project/programme. For example, where fisheries revenues have increased in the years after project intervention, it can be difficult to separate the contribution of research from those of extension efforts, changes in demand for fish or in employment opportunities. Indeed some of these other influences may hinder the uptake of research outputs.” 

Reference 69 goes on to consider that “benefits may also change temporally and spatially. Increased uptake outside the initial focus area may not be measured. Also changing priorities can mean that there may be increased or reduced funds made available to support uptake in the intermediary organisations and amongst target beneficiaries which makes it difficult to reliably predict future impacts. The best that can be done in practice is to ensure that there is a plausible link between the project outputs and their dissemination and changes in context, though this will be largely a matter of judgment.”

Linking benefits to beneficiaries

Development assistance in the fisheries/aquaculture sector has increasingly become of an enabling nature i.e. there has been a shift in the type of assistance away from fishery services and fisheries development (DAC codes 31391 and 31320), towards projects that focus on capacity building, research and education (DAC codes 31310, 31382 and 31381). This can often result in donors providing support to government staff (e.g. policy makers) and research organisations, with the expectation that a positive outcome in terms of capacity building of such people/organisation will necessarily result in positive impacts on ultimate beneficiaries in the form of fishers, processors, the poor etc.

The DFID Fisheries Management Science Programme review (ref 69) notes “Where promotion is to an intermediary organisation (as is the case with enabling projects), it is not enough that the project is effective in developing and promoting the research products. Positive beneficiary impact will also require that the research products are in turn utilized effectively to bring about the desired change. The detailed assessment of three projects highlighted that it is very difficult to assess the impacts of enabling projects on the livelihoods of those dependent on the resources. This is far easier with more focussed and inclusive projects. There may be a more direct link in projects like aquaculture between project inputs/outputs and the impacts on intended beneficiaries because immediate recipients/beneficiaries may the ultimate intended beneficiaries.” This of course is not to say that programmes/projects focusing on an enabling environment don’t ultimately create more positive impacts, just that it may be harder to attribute these impacts. A recent FAO auto-evaluation (ref 80) also notes that “the nature of normative outputs also makes it difficult to draw attributable linkages required by the logical framework approach, because of the large number of inherent assumptions that normally would have to be realized….Impact assessment is constrained by the difficulties in determining cause-and-effect linkages between the outputs produced by the programme (e.g. trained individuals, publications, networks, workshop results) and developmental changes at country level.” 

However, normative work may also face limitations in generating positive benefits because advice and guidance may simply not be taken. A separate FAO auto-evaluation (ref 86) reported that “The North Pacific and Atlantic resources are amongst the most heavily researched and monitored, are also amongst those in the worst state of conservation. The basic explanation is that the role of the Fisheries Department, including the Programme, is largely advisory, aiming essentially at the development of an enabling environment within which rational fisheries policies can take shape.  However, states have sovereign rights over the resources of their EEZs (which contain 90% of the world stocks) and by the same token, they have the right to determine the extent to which the advice provided by FAO, or by the nationals trained by FAO, will be used.” The South Pacific Commission also note that (ref 106) “it is difficult for an organisation like SPC, whose primary purpose is to assist others in achieving their aims, to separate out the organisation’s contribution to the achievements that it has assisted.”
A parallel trend in fisheries/aquaculture assistance making the attribution and specification of benefits difficult, is for more complex and multi-disciplinary programmes/projects. Such projects require evaluators to have a far greater range of skills than before, for example with knowledge of livelihoods, social issues, ecosystems, etc rather than just conventional fisheries issues. The ADB Special Evaluation Study (ref 9) for example choses to use a livelihoods framework for assessing impacts. And the DFID Fisheries Management Science Programme review (ref 69) notes that “a project may have only a small positive economic benefit or indeed may lead to lower yield and incomes. However this may be because the beneficiaries’ objectives are not to maximise yield or income and instead they may be managing to maximise user solidarity or increase the resilience of the system.” 

Conclusions about impacts claimed in section 4.4

All the above mentioned problems (e.g. failure of programme documents to specify indicators and baseline data, the failure of evaluations to provide quantitative data at all in some cases, questionable validity where data are provided due to the use of before-after studies, a failure to adequately consider the impact of externalities, the question of time-lag, projects of a more enabling normative and complex nature) result in many evaluations that are rather weak in terms of the confidence that can be had in any claims made about the developmental impacts and outcomes of programme assistance. Hence the classification of the overall validity of claims made in the evaluations as suggested in Table 4. 

Of course, all these concerns do not necessarily mean that the impacts claimed were not actually achieved as a result of programme support. But the concerns do generally preclude any confident assertions being made that this was indeed the case. The final evaluation of the Sustainable Fisheries Livelihoods Programme (ref 79) perhaps sums up many of these problems in attempting to assess impacts at local, national, regional and global levels. It fails to assess performance against either the goal or purpose as specified in the programme logframe, and acknowledges that “What is missing at this stage are evidence-based conclusions on poverty and the fisheries sector. There is evidence to indicate that SFLP interventions have had an impact on target local communities (e.g., local organizations) and on many individuals in them
 .…The extent of the impact is difficult to assess due to the general lack of data.”

4.7. What appear to be the main causes of any success in moving towards stated objectives?

As would be expected from a review of such a large number of evaluations, the causes of success mentioned are very wide ranging. It is not possible to make conclusions about some causes being more important than others, but certainly some common themes include a) the importance of demand-driven programme/project design, b) the use of appropriate technology, c) flexible and high quality sources of expertise, and d) the importance of long-term donor commitments. It should also be noted that irrespective of the extent to which programmes may be compliant with these causes of success, supportive enabling conditions may be crucial to programme/projects achieving their intended objectives. Some examples of the causes of success emphasized in the evaluations reviewed are provided in Box 7 and Box 8 below.

Box 7: Some causes of success in bilateral support

· Norad ref 2: “There are many reasons for the success i.e. Norwegian expertise is very relevant to the problems confronting Namibia. Its “hands-on” approach is very appropriate in the fisheries business. The Namibian Government was receptive and highly pro-active. Norway had a good team in its Embassy in Namibia which allowed Norway to react quickly and flexibly to requests.”

· Danida ref 5: “clear and well defined programme objectives, supported by activities and outputs, which were well aligned with sector needs stated by Government”.

· DFID/FAO ref 79: “Use of a sustainable livelihoods approach meant that SFLP’s fieldwork component undertook participatory diagnoses and studies, such as poverty profiles, so as to understand the context within which the different projects were taking place. The approach led SFLP to focus on “people using the resource”, rather than simply on the “resource”, and on the capitalisation of people’s strengths. There was a broad sense of ownership of SFLP in countries. Generally good use of partnerships.”
· Norad ref 118: “The long term contact between the partner institutions and the flexible co-operation setup has provided continuity and flexibility in implementation. It has been possible to approach fisheries management from a more integrated perspective to ensure that the capacity development is relevant to Mozambique’s challenges.”
· Norad ref 119: “the legal assistance and policy advice to South Africa has been a success story, largely related to the speed and flexibility shown by Norad, the quality of the involved experts and the long-term commitment created among the legal experts in the Directorate of Fisheries in Norway.”
Source: Author and references cited

Box 8: Some causes of success in multilateral support

· ADB ref 9: Taken as a whole, the project completion reports and project/program performance audit reports reveal the importance of (i) realistic assessment of operating risks and the extent to which project designs address these risks, (ii) appropriate design and technology, (iii) recognition of actual operating requirements and the extent to which targeted participants can meet these requirements in terms of assets, and (iiv) other enabling conditions for achieving success.
· ADB ref 34: “Key enabling conditions must be in place in a country for the development and dissemination of genetically improved farmed fish to succeed and to be sustainable. These include (a) capabilities in fish genetics research; (b) resources and commitments for national fish breeding programs; (c) networks and partnerships for production and distribution of fish seed; (d) market-driven demand and attractive returns from fish farming; (e) supportive policies, facilities, and infrastructure for fish farming; and (f) biosafety and environmental safeguards.”

· World Bank ref 40: This report highlights a number of areas of good practice, and where projects/programme focus on supporting such issues (as opposed to others) they may be more likely to succeed. Good practice relates to both good governance (fisheries management system, MCS, judicial system, allocation of access and user rights, Strengthening co-management and decentralised decision making ) and the use of appropriate tools (Establishing MPAs, Changing exploitation patterns e.g. gear regulations, Restocking and stock enhancement programs, Fishing capacity reduction e.g. buy-back schemes and decommissioning, Aquaculture, Certification and food safety programmes, Promoting alternative livelihoods).

· IUCN ref 64: “Success factors for capacity building programmes include clearly defined needs, realistic objectives, transparency, dedication, local ownership, and funding agencies that are flexible, provide long term commitment, and assist in monitoring of progress and evaluation.”
· FAO ref 80/83: “The safety and quality improvement projects, which represented one-third of the total volume, were largely successful because they were similar in design and execution modalities that had been developed over time. clear and achievable objectives, appropriate outputs, defined target beneficiaries. Flexible sources of expertise were also important.”
· ADB ref 113 highlights the importance of learning lessons as a cause if improved success. It notes that successes or reasons for failure seem to be being taken on board. “A shift in the focus of Bank-assisted projects in the fisheries sector has been noted. Emphasis is currently given to assisting the Bank’s developing members in improving their institutional capability and suitable policy framework for fisheries resource planning and management as well as in identifying viable approaches to improving small-scale fisheries through community participation in project design and implementation. While most of the projects approved in the 1970s were unsuccessful, more than 50 percent of those approved during the last decade were generally successful. This suggests that lessons learned from earlier Bank-financed projects were considered in the preparation and implementation of succeeding ones.”
· EU ref 123: Activities were in line with the needs as specified by countries. Successes are dependent on the need for flexibility in implementation, strong political commitment, and detailed ToR for all participants.
· NDF ref 124 and ADB ref 113 both highlight that any efforts to increase production need to be accompanied by appropriate research on sustainability.
Source: Author and references cited

Parallel to a discussion of the causes of success, and the extent of the positive impacts of development assistance, is a consideration of the sustainability of these impacts. Figure 2 on page 8 showed that the issue of sustainability should typically be included as part of an evaluation. Many of the evaluations reviewed for this study were noticeably lacking in a proper consideration of the sustainability of the impacts claimed. As reference 87 highlights (FAO Assistance To Small-Scale Fisheries Extract from Programme Evaluation Report 1992-93 – Chapter Three), “in short, at issue are the sustainability aspects as well as the overall effectiveness of the integrated approach. There is also the important question of sustainability of results once project assistance is withdrawn. In poor countries, there may be no structures in place, such as extension services, which can continue the assistance formerly given by the project. There may well be no credit facilities in place to take over the project’s role in this area. The sustainability of project activities and results has been recognized as an important issue but it has not been satisfactorily resolved thus far.”

4.8. Do evaluations suggest any negative impacts/outcomes of development assistance?

The evaluation reports collected have been reviewed for any mention of unintended negative impacts or outcomes. The results are provided in the Table below, and show that few evaluations suggest that development assistance actually results in negative impacts/outcomes. Some examples of the negative impacts that are noted in the various evaluations are provided in Box 9, and generally relate to overfishing, and environmental impacts of aquaculture.

Table 5: Evaluations citing negative impacts and outcomes of development assistance

	Extent of negative impacts noted in evaluations
	Number (from total of 29)
	Percentage of total
	Evaluation reference number (Appendix E)

	Considerable
	1
	3%
	31

	Some
	3
	10%
	2, 9, 113

	None
	26
	87%
	5, 8, 18, 33, 34, 40, 61, 64, 69, 78, 79, 80/83, 82, 84, 86, 87, 106, 108, 109, 114, 124, 118, 119, 120, 122, 123


Source: Author

Box 9: Some examples of negative impacts

ADB Sector Synthesis Of Evaluation Findings In The Fisheries Sector (ref 113) noted that some overfishing in shallow waters resulted from ADB assistance, and for aquaculture projects, “undesirable environmental impacts included (i) conversion of mangrove areas into ponds, resulting in the loss of valuable ecosystems (particularly in Java, where mangrove stands are scarce); (ii) pollution (including the inappropriate discharge of wastewater mainly from shrimp ponds/prawn farms and discharge of effluents into ditches leading to the sea); and (iii) spread of shrimp diseases.” 

The EU Evaluation of the Relationship between Country Programmes and Fisheries Agreements (ref 31) claims extensive negative impacts of Fisheries Agreements, with “Fisheries Agreements generally signed by the EC with no guarantee that they will be implemented in a context of sustainable fisheries.”

The Results and Impact Review of Namibian / Norwegian co-operation in the fisheries and maritime sectors (ref 2) noted that during some of the early years of Norwegian assistance, some advice had led to excess capacity in the fleet, but that these problems had generally been addressed in later years.

The ADB Special Evaluation Study on Small-Scale Freshwater Rural Aquaculture Development for Poverty Reduction (ref 9) reports some pollution and acid soils resulting from aquaculture development.

Source: Author and references cited

The data provided in Table 5 must however be treated with caution. In seeking to find positive impacts most evaluations do not specifically investigate whether negative impacts/outcomes may have resulted. So the fact that an evaluation does not report negative impacts does not necessarily mean that they may not have occurred. In addition to those related to overfishing and the environment presented above, other trade-offs or negative effects may relate to the distribution of incomes. FAO Technical Paper 481
 highlights some potential trade-offs in objectives, for example between attempts to increase economic growth through exports and the impact on local availability of fish for processing/consumption, as well as changes in who benefits from employment if processing of fish shifts from being small-scale in nature serving local markets, to larger-scale processing for exports. Such issues may mean that programme/projects should specifically consider negative impacts in their design, so that mitigating measures can be put in place. The non-fisheries specific Tsunami Evaluation Coalition report (ref 36) is an example of work which does consider the negative distributional impacts of aid when noting that “pressure to spend was so great that much money went to easily dispensed items, such as fishing boats for men, without corrective action to support women’s status….and poor targeting, lead to waste and social tensions (such as non-fishermen receiving boats, sometimes more than one, while ‘real’ fishermen have been left empty-handed… in India fishing communities tended to be more organised and therefore more successful at accessing aid. On the other hand a focus on asset replacement meant that poor labourers or those who dealt in fish, who had no assets to replace, were left out…In terms of the rich often receiving more assistance than the poor, this was evident in government compensation programmes; in aid to property owners versus renters; to and through community leaders versus ordinary people; and

where fishers (and non-fishers) received boats while employees, casual labourers, other self-employed and ‘fishwives’ were provided with few or no assets or even credit to compensate for their losses.”).
4.9. What appear to be the main causes of any failures in moving towards stated objectives, or causes of unintended impacts?

As with the causes of success, the causes of failures of interventions (in terms of both achieving their objectives and any negative impacts) are wide-ranging, but relate most commonly to a) externalities and b) poor programme/project design and implementation. Some examples are provided in the Boxes below.

Box 10: Poor project design and implementation as a cause of failure

Danida ref 8. “It is clear that is some cases poor programme design and implementation impacted negatively on the ability of projects/programmes to generate positive and sustainable impacts. Most projects were prepared under the former socialist economic system and in an era when the general government and donor approach tended to be "top down". This is manifested in an emphasis on technical lead and predetermined capital investments rather than by careful incountry pre-investment planning actively involving local authorities and resource persons, target groups and other stakeholders. The consequence has been that several project appraisals were based on unfounded hypotheses and assumptions. The economic and financial analyses made in relation to project preparation and appraisal at that time were generally inadequate”

Norway/Nambia report 2: “incentives….had the impact of stimulating excessive investment in vessels and on-shore processing facilities so that the industry now carries considerable overcapacity and consequently excessive costs. This has led to the industry not being sufficiently robust to withstand adverse conditions such as those described above.” 

ADB ref 33 suggests a lack of relevance of the fisheries policy is a key cause of failure. It found that “with the evolution of global and regional policy initiatives, emerging issues, and contemporary challenges, the fisheries policy has become redundant. The policy has been largely irrelevant in terms of influencing national fisheries policy development, has been less effective and efficient in terms of ADB’s fisheries operations, and its implementation is unlikely to be sustainable in the future… Reasons for project failure include (i) inappropriate project design, including the design of fishing vessels; (ii) inadequate fisheries resource/stock assessment during project preparation; (iii) underutilized infrastructure and fisheries support facilities; and (iv) lack of beneficiary participation. Postevaluated projects approved in the 1980s, dominated by aquaculture projects, had similar experience with project failure. Unsuccessful ratings were attributed to (i) deficiencies in project design, (ii) insufficient preparation and research at the formulation stage, and (iii) untested technologies and approaches.”

ADB ref 113. “The unfavorable effects on the environment could be attributed partly to a lack of focus on environmental impact at appraisal and to the weak enforcement of regulations aimed at protecting the environment. Also, an inadequate assessment of fisheries resources during project preparation for marine fisheries projects forced some vessels to overfish in shallow waters.”

Source: Author and reference cited

Box 11: Externalities as a cause of failure

ADB (ref 9). “Despite this [poverty reduction] explicit bias, project completion reports and project performance audit reports indicated that the outcomes of these projects did not always favor poor and small-scale fish farmers because of (i) ineligibility for credit because of limited assets for collateral; (ii) high operating risks, inability to absorb losses, and rising debts; (iii) inadequate water supply, substandard water quality, poor farm management, and inadequate site selection; (iv) limited skills and experience with the newly acquired technology and management practices; (v) inflexible and unresponsive institutions; and (vi) inappropriate policies. This experience affirmed that focused targeting of the poor is insufficient to improve their socioeconomic conditions.” 

This evaluation (ref 9) also uses a livelihoods framework to assess the reasons for successes and failures, and concludes that without access to land and water, the poor are unlikely to engage directly in fish farming. Secure access and tenure rights to land and water are critical, although generally not sufficient, conditions. Fish farming also requires human capital, social capital, financial capital, and a vital operating environment that can facilitate access to markets, support services, facilities, and infrastructure. For the poor to engage in and benefit from aquaculture, the contextual demand for capital assets must also be well understood—do the intended participants, including the poor, have the means to operate and maintain aquaculture operations?”

It also highlights the importance of other externalities on programme interventions in noting that “The dynamics of the labor market, alternative employment opportunities, and labor migration have become important factors of consideration in the development of feasible technology options for small-scale aquaculture. For example, in many areas of Northeastern Thailand, labor migration to urban areas and particularly to Bangkok and its vicinity has caused a scarcity of on-farm labor, and such conditions restrict farm households from adopting labor-intensive farming techniques. Small-scale farmers need access to credit to enter fish farming. However, they are frequently ineligible or discouraged to apply for bank loans because of stringent and inflexible requirements for loan application, unfavorable repayment terms, and inability to meet requirements for farm insurance and collateral. Aquaculture insurance has almost no history or current market”

Externalities are also referred to in ADB ref 33 when it reports that the ADB policy “is largely inadequate in its recognition of concerns about anticorruption; governance; disaster management; health; population; energy; social safeguards; and to some extent, gender and development”
Source: Author and reference cited

The World Bank report (ref 40) nicely comments on the combination of the role of poor project design and externalities working together to prevent programme/project success, and concludes that “erroneous approaches of the past, which in the 1980s focused mostly on increasing productivity while resources were already declining, or in the 1990s on one species or type of fisheries, without the required attention to the overall ecosystem and its governance. Weak governance, leading to open access and poorly defined property rights, allowed this expansion, and competition and conflict have marred management. With ever weakening public institutions in many parts of the world, management regulations were poorly enforced, and monitoring and control systems decayed.” It also comments on reasons for failures of past projects noting key problems as:

· The complexity of the fisheries sector, particularly fisheries governance. Early projects were generally more successful because of their simpler design, involving the clear objectives of construction of infrastructure, such as ports and harbors. This contrasts significantly with the inherently more complex activities of policy changes, involving changes in patterns of resource use and behavior.

· Past efforts also by other aid agencies focusing on governance and the depletion of fish resources have focused mostly on improving technical aspects of fisheries resources management (research, monitoring, control, and surveillance), the components of the regulatory and legal framework, and the strengthening of traditional institutions and training. These efforts were seldom part of a broadly agreed sector strategy that integrated developmental, social, and governance requirements to achieve sector objectives and address resource constraints. With few exceptions, these efforts were not aimed at strengthening local consensus building or support for the political forces favoring change. Moreover, most aid was not part of coordinated donor efforts to leverage their support in favor of improved governance.

· Projects with doubtful medium- and long-term benefits were often ambitious with regard to scale, complexity of technologies employed, and dependency on public sector management for sustainability.

4.10. Non fisheries-specific evaluations

As noted previously in Section 3, it was agreed that the non fisheries-specific evaluations which mention fisheries, should also be briefly reviewed. A review of the non fisheries-specific programme evaluations has not generated any additional or contradictory findings to those already described in this report, for the following reasons:

· Most evaluation reports seek to answer all the evaluation questions highlighted in Figure 2. This means that the level of detailed information on impacts, as opposed to answers to other evaluation questions, is typically very limited and seldom quantitatively justified;

· This problem is further exaggerated because many of the evaluations reviewed cover a wide range of sectors and/or projects, thereby reducing the potential to deal with the fisheries sector (and other sectors) in any great detail; 

· Non fisheries-specific programme evaluations may provide analysis without being sub-sector specific e.g. discussion may be included on credit programmes supporting the agricultural sector (including fisheries and livestock) but without specific comment on the differences in performance of credit provided to the different sub-sectors;

· A number of the evaluations reviewed (e.g. ref 18, 76) are based on more detailed fisheries- and other sector-specific evaluations, and therefore only present a short summary by sector or information of a much more general nature that is available from the fisheries-specific evaluation reports reviewed.

Appendix A: ToR

A. Background

This work builds upon a review of fisheries development assistance through a new comprehensive database assembled by researchers at the College of William and Mary (USA) – ‘the universe of fisheries development assistance projects’.  This database is the most complete inventory of development assistance data ever assembled spanning 30 years. 

The review has produced greater understanding of the historical profile of development assistance delivery by the main multilateral and bilateral donors to the fisheries and aquaculture sector, the main recipient countries and key areas of assistance. However, the analysis suffered from a lack of information on the impact of the development assistance.  

The objective of the proposed study is to synthesize the findings of available impact assessments of development assistance programs which made substantial interventions in the fisheries sector.

The study will complement the earlier analysis with a review and synthesis of the available impact assessments of fisheries development assistance undertaken by the major multilateral and bilateral donors and agencies active in the fisheries sector. These entities include but are not be limited to. ADB; AfDB; FAO; World Bank, OECD, IFAD, Kuwait Fund, JICA; GTZ; SIDA,; DFID;USAID NORAD,CIDA, New Zealand Aid, Australian Aid, and major NGOs such as IUCN and WWF. Where available, recipient country ‘self-assessments’ of fisheries development assistance may also be used. Program and project evaluations that do not explicitly cover impact assessments will be excluded from this work.

B. Contractor tasks

Part 1. Preparation and approach

The Contractor will:

a) compile an archive of fisheries and aquaculture project or programme impact assessments with particular attention to independent assessments of major donor programs.

b) review these assessments and propose an analytical approach. The approach should be such that (subject to stated assumptions and caveats) the findings can be extrapolated to the universe of fisheries development assistance projects, or selected parts thereof. 

c) undertake an analysis of a sample of the impact assessments providing a justification for the sample selected and using the proposed analytical approach

d) prepare a short report on the above and propose a plan for completion of the study and present the same to an FAO peer review group. 

The analysis under c) above will:

a) categorize the impact assessments, or the component parts of the assessments under major fishery objectives. These may include but not be limited to:  increased production; infrastructure; human and institutional capacity building; science and knowledge; fishery management; trade; poverty and food security or other such major objectives. 

b) The impacts reported in the assessments will be synthesized and common features, trends and lessons identified.

c) Special attention will be paid to reported indications of success or failure and the contractor may develop a scoring system for such.

d) Indicate any follow-up work required, such as an analysis of a representative sample of project level impact assessments. 

Part 2. Completion of analysis

Based on the advice of the peer review group, the Contractor will complete analysis of the remaining assessments, or themes. In undertaking this work, the Contractor will, where appropriate take note of the approach and classifications used in the DAC and the ‘universe’ referred to above and make suitable cross-reference to the earlier review of the project database (PLAID). 

Deliverables:

The contracted deliverables are as follows:

a) Preliminary report and methodology and presentation to FAO review group

b) Minute of the peer review group discussions and advice

c) Draft completion report

d) Final completion report

e) Electronic archive of available impact assessment reports (FAO logistic support may be requested for scanning of older hard copy assessments). 

The preliminary report shall be no longer than 15 pages excluding annexes or supporting materials. The final report shall be not more than 30 pages excluding appendices and supporting materials. The reports shall clearly describe the methodology and state the origin and limitations of the data and analyses and provide justification for any assumptions made in preparing the analyses. 

Appendix B: Letter to donors

Background

Poseidon Aquatic Resource Management Ltd, a private fisheries consultancy company (www.consult-poseidon.com), has been contracted by FAO, with funding through the World Bank’s PROFISH Global Program on Fisheries, to synthesize the findings of available impact assessments of development assistance programs which have made substantial interventions in the fisheries and aquaculture sector.

This work builds upon a previous PROFISH-supported review of fisheries development assistance, which used a new comprehensive database on project level AID (PLAID) assembled by researchers at the College of William and Mary (USA). This database is the most complete inventory of development assistance data ever assembled spanning 30 years. The previous review analyzed fisheries projects included in the database, and produced a greater understanding of the historical profile of development assistance delivery by the main multilateral and bilateral donors to the fisheries and aquaculture sector, the main recipient countries and key areas of assistance. However, the analysis suffered from a lack of information about the impacts of development assistance. The objective of the proposed study is therefore to complement the earlier analysis with a review and synthesis of the available impact assessments of fisheries/aquaculture development assistance undertaken by the major multilateral and bilateral donors and agencies active in the fisheries/aquaculture sector.

Specific request

In order to facilitate the completion of this work, we would be very grateful if you could assist us by providing electronic or hard copies of evaluation reports that explicitly cover an assessment of purposes and goals/impacts for fisheries/aquaculture projects/programmes started and completed between 1990 and the present. We are also interested in any country-wide evaluations, where your assistance might have included support to the fisheries sector. So as to be clear about what we mean by ‘purposes’ and ‘goals/impacts’, if one considers a typical intervention logic as shown overleaf, we are interested to receive evaluation reports that contain information (and ideally performance as measured against indicators) on the types of issues shaded in yellow. The issues included in the yellow rows are examples only (Projects/programmes may have been intended to bring about a wide range of other purposes and goals/impacts not included in the table overleaf, and we are interested in all fisheries/aquaculture sector support. In addition projects/programmes may have classified the same issues at different levels of the intervention logic – for example, one project may have classified ‘improved fisheries management’ as the overall project goal/impact, while another may have classified ‘improved fisheries management’ as a project purpose, with an overall goal be poverty reduction.)

Given the timeframe provided for this project, we would be most grateful if you could provide any relevant evaluation reports by Monday 24th March. If you are not able to provide the information by then, but feel you could do so given more time, then please would you let us know. 

Your assistance in this matter, along with assistance provided by other donors and agencies, is potentially of great importance in terms of learning lessons to inform future support to the fisheries sector, so we very much hope that you will be able to help us with this request.

With thanks and regards,

Graeme Macfadyen

Director, Poseidon

(Graeme@consult-poseidon.com / +33 450 20 68 05 / 308 Rue d’Arbere, 01220 Divonne les Bains, France)

Cc: Kieran Kelleher, Senior Fisheries Specialist, Agriculture and Rural Development Department, The World Bank, 1818 H Street NW, Washington D.C. 20433, USA

Rolf Willmann, Senior Fishery Planning Officer, Fisheries and Aquaculture Department, Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), Viale delle Terme di Caracalla, 00100 Rome, Italy

	Narrative Summary
	Verifiable Indicators
	Means of Verification
	Assumptions / Risks

	Goal/Impacts…changes/improvements in, for example

· Poverty alleviation

· Food security

· Sustainable exploitation


	· Share of population below rural poverty line in coastal districts

· Consumption of fish in the coastal areas

· Fish as a % of total or animal protein

· Fish exports as % of total exports

· Fisheries contribution to GDP

· Stocks fished within biological/economic limits

· Biodiversity
	etc
	etc

	Purpose …changes/improvements in, for example

· Fishing fleet / effort /catch

· Aquaculture development

· Fisheries management

· Fish prices

· Employment, wages and value-added

· Government revenue

· Exports revenues

· Business environment

· Private sector development

· Fish quality/hygiene

· Human capacity

· Post harvest losses
	etc
	etc
	etc

	Outputs

· Resource appraisals 

· Policy and management frameworks

· Strategic recommendations

· Income generating activities

· Vessel/gear modifications

· Physical infrastructure development

· Research reports

· Education, workshops, etc
	etc
	etc
	etc

	Activities/Inputs

· Technical assistance

· Policy consulting

· Training

· Research and development

· Capital investments
	etc
	etc
	etc


Appendix C: List of donors approached for evaluation reports, and websites examined

	Donor
	Individual & Position
	Contacts
	Response / Result

	African Development Bank and African Development Fund
	Operations evaluation department

Resident Reps in the following countries:

Burkina Faso, Cameroon, DRC, Egypt, Ghana, Kenya, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Morocco, Mozambique, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Tanzania, Chad, Uganda, Zambia
	OPEV@afdb.org
a.dinga-dzondo@afdb.org; g.galibaka@afdb.org; m.c.coulibaly@afdb.org; o.aw@afdb.org; a.jeng@afdb.org; d.buzingo@afdb.org; n.safir@afdb.org; s.kufakwandi@afdb.org; t.seya@afdb.org; f.matondo@afdb.org; a.hamer@afdb.org; j.mukete@afdb.org; m.hmidouche@afdb.org; m.kilo@afdb.org;

tzfo@afdb.org; p.bitoumbou@afdb.org; m.ojelade@afdb.org; v.apopo@afdb.org
	Some reports downloaded off web

No responses

	Asian Development Bank
	Knowledge management unit
	oserrat@adb.org; icdeguzman@adb.org 

http://www.adb.org/
	No response, some web references provided and reports downloaded off web

	Australia
	Barnie Smith ACIAR

Gordon Anderson AusAid
	smith@aciar.gov.au
Gordon.Anderson@ausaid.gov.au
http://www.ausaid.gov.au
	Responded with framework for fisheries assistance

	Austria
	Information desk, Austrian Development Agency


	oeza.info(at)ada.gv.at 


	No documents available

	Belgium
	Belgium Development Cooperation
	Claudia.lienard@diplobel.fed.be
	No response

	Canada
	Main CIDA contact point referred to Goberdhan Singh
Director, Evaluation Division

Reviewed website
	info@acdi-cida.gc.ca
http://www.acdi-cida.gc.ca
	Have not undertaken any evaluations related to fisheries projects over the last ten years.

No fisheries evaluations on CIDA website

	Caribbean Development Bank
	The Manager, Information Services Unit
	isu@caribank.org
	No response

	Council of Europe Development Bank
	Claudine Voyadzis, Ex Post Evaluations Department
	Claudine.Voyadzis@coebank.org
	No fisheries evaluations available

	Denmark
	Ms. Jeanineke Dahl Kristensen, Ministry
	jedakr@um.dk
	Suggested contacting Embassies

	European Bank for Reconstruction and Development
	Ms. Mitchel, evaluations department
	mitchelj@ebrd.com
	No fisheries activities or evaluations available

	European Investment Bank
	Operations evaluation department
	evaluation@eib.org
	No fisheries evaluations available

	European Union
	Ms. Christiane Oris, Evaluation department Aidco
	christiane.oris@ec.europa.eu
	Provided hard copy reports

Downloaded reports from web

	FAO
	Jean Collins, FI Library


	Jean.collins@fao.org

	Provided list of potential reports from search of library and other useful web references

	FAO PBEE
	John Markie, PBEE
	john.markie@fao.org
	Reports provided

	Finland
	Unit for Evaluation and Internal Auditing, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
	keo-08@formin.fi
	Provided one mid-term review

	France
	Daniel VOIZOT

Bureau de l’évaluation (DGCID/SMR/EVA)
	Tel: 01 43 17 80 04

Fax: 01 43 17 85 17

Email: Daniel.VOIZOT@diplomatie.gouv.fr
	No fisheries evaluations available

	Germany
	Marc Nolting
	marc.nolting@gtz.de
	No response

	Global Environment Facility
	None – documents collected/available off web
	http://www.gefweb.org/
http://www.gefonline.org/projectlist.cfm?showomereports=y
	Reports downloaded on International Waters but no fisheries-specific projects

	Iceland
	None – documents available on web
	http://www.iceida.is/english/external-evaluations/evaluation-reports/
	Reports downloaded

	IFAD
	Office of Evaluation
	evaluation@ifad.org
www.ifad.org
	No response

Reports downloaded from web

	IFC
	None – documents reviewed on web
	http://www.ifc.org/ifcext/oeg.nsf/Content/Pubs
	No ‘publications studies’, ‘lessons learned’, or ‘evaluation briefs’ on fisheries projects. 

	Inter-American Development Bank and Inter-American Investment Corporation
	Web search of publications by the office of oversight and evaluation. Also sent email asking for any specific fisheries evaluation reports
	http://www.iadb.org/ove/
	No evaluation of fisheries policy and instruments, no fisheries sector or thematic evaluations, no impact evaluations of fisheries projects

	Ireland
	None – documents reviewed on web
	http://www.dci.gov.ie/publications_audit.asp
	No apparent fisheries activity and no fisheries reports or evaluations available on web

	Islamic Development Bank
	Head of operations evaluations office
	dalsaci@isdb.org
	No response

	Italy
	Redazione Portale Cooperazione Italiana allo Sviluppo
	redazione.cooperazione@esteri.it, infocorsi.cooperazione@esteri.it
	No response

	IUCN
	None – marine and coastal conservation evaluations available on web
	http://www.iucn.org/programme/eval/database/theme/index.htm#marine
	Relevant reports downloaded

	Japan
	Ex-post evaluations available on web

Jica staff (Mr. Nariaki Mikuni, Mr. Naoyoshi Sasaki)

Jica consultants (Kazuo Udagawa)


	http://www.jica.go.jp/english/evaluation/project/expo/index.html 

Mikuni.Nariaki@jica.go.jp, sasaki.naoyoshi@jica.go.jp, 

udagawa@icnet.co.jp
	Relevant evaluations downloaded on technical coop projects. Grant aid projects appear to be rarely evaluated, and JICA has not conducted a fisheries sector evaluation

	Kuwait Fund
	Library
	Web based enquiry form
	No response

	Netherlands
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs
	General web enquiry form
	No response

	New Zealand
	Fisheries Adviser, NZAID
	Ben.McKenzie@nzaid.govt.nz
	No response

	Nordic Development Fund
	Request to info email

	http://www.ndf.fi/page4b.shtml
info.ndf@ndf.fi
	Reports provided by post

	Norway
	Web search on norad site plus requests to fisheries advisers
	Brit.fisknes@norad.no and Kirsten.Bjoru@norad.no
	Reports downloaded. Others provided by email

	OECD
	Web search on DAC site
	www.oecd.org
	Reports downloaded

	Portugal
	Review of DAC site
	www.oecd.org
	No fisheries evaluations available

	Spain
	Review of DAC site
	www.oecd.org
	No fisheries evaluations available

	Sweden
	Johan Sundberg, Senior specialist, SIDA

Tore Gustavsson, Head of Department, Swedmar
	johan.sundberg@sida.se
tore.gustavsson@fiskeriverket.se
	Reports provided through Seafdec and FAORAP

	Switzerland
	Evaluation Division, Swiss Agency for Development Cooperation
	ec@deza.admin.ch
info@deza.admin.ch
	Very little fish sector support and no evaluations

	UNDP
	Evaluations office
	contact.eo@undp.org
	No response

	United Kingdom
	Tim Bostock

Neil McPherson
	T-Bostock@dfid.gov.uk
n-macpherson@dfid.gov.uk
	Not much electronic but welcome to look at hard copies in London

	United States
	Searched web and asked ‘evalweb’ email for any thematic evaluations
	http://dec.usaid.gov/partners/evalweb/
http://dec.usaid.gov
	No thematic reviews on web, but many project reviews available. No response to email

	World Bank Group
	Kieran Kelleher
	http://www.worldbank.org/ieg/
kkelleher@worldbank.org
	List of completion reports available from WB database provided, but no thematic evaluations except Saving the Fish report

	WWF
	Simon Cripps
	scripps@wwfint.org
	No response yet (but late contacting)


Appendix D: Recipient countries or consultants approached for information about self-assessments/evaluations of fisheries/aquaculture development assistance

	Country
	Individual & Position
	Contacts
	Response / Result

	Asia/Pacific
	
	
	

	Sri Lanka
	Mr Piyasena, Secretary of Ministry of Fisheries
	gpiyasena@fisheries.gov.lk /  secretary@fisheries.gov.lk
	No response

	China
	Chen Shuping, Infoyu
	infoyu@agri.gov.cn / csp100026@yahoo.com
	No self-assessments

	Vietnam
	Paul Nichols and Mike Akester, DANIDA consultants
	paul.posma@mofi.gov.vn / Akester.stofa@mofi.gov.vn
	No self-assessments

	Bangladesh
	Arne Andreasson, FAO consultant

Director General  Mr. Md. Rafiqul Islam, Department of Fisheries
	arne.andreasson@areman.eu / arne.andreasson@fao.org
dg@fisheries.gov.bd, dg.dof.2007@gmail.com
	Evaluations/impact assessments are mandatory for all projects (both revenue and donor funded) and carried out by Implementation Monitoring and Evaluation Department of the Ministry of Planning. Not managed to obtain any

	Thailand
	Simon Funge-Smith, Senior Fisheries Adviser FAORAP

Waraporn Prompoj, fisheries foreign Affairs Division
	Simon.fungesmith@fao.org
wprompoj@yahoo.com
	No self-assessments

No response

	India
	John Kurien, consultant

ICSF
	john.kurien@vsnl.com
icsf@icsf@org
	No response

	Indonesia
	Pak Mian Sitaggang, Bureau of International Cooperation MMAF
	miansahala@yahoo.com / pmartosubroto@centrin.net.id
	No response

	Maldives
	Faathin Hameed, Deputy Minister of Fisheries
	faathin.hameed@fishagri.com.mv
	No response

	FFA
	General email address
	info@ffa.int
	No response

	SPC
	Jean-Paul Gaudechoux, Head Marine Resource Division, and library

Tim Adams
	JeanPaulG@spc.int
eleanork@spc.int
TimA@spc.int
	Some independent evaluations and self-reviews available from http://www.spc.int/mrd/org.htm 

	Pacific Countries
	Government officials in relevant Ministries and Departments in:

American Samoa; Cook islands; FSM; Fiji; Guam; Kiribati; Korea; Marshall Islands; Nauru; Niue; New Caledonia; Palau; Papua New Guinea; Philippines; Pitcairn Islands; French Polynesia; Samoa; Solomon Islands; Tonga; Tuvalu; Vanuatu
	rtulafono.dmwr@amsamoa.gov.as; rar@mmr.gov.ck; fsmmrd@mail.fm; stuilaucala@mff.net.fj; tino_aguon@hotmail.com; Fisheries@tskl.net.ki; rndsec@ntamar.net; chairman@naurufisheries.com.nr; fisheries@mail.gov.nu; affmar@gouv.nc; mrd@palaunet.com; nfa@fisheries.gov.pg; midsrcd@pfda.gov.ph; fishery@bas.da.gov.ph; admin@pitcairn.gov.pn; secretariat@agriculture.min.gov.pf; samoafisheries@lesamoa.net; solfish@solomon.com.sb; dymoon@nfrdi.re.kr; honpeau@maf.gov.to; mtaupo@yahoo.com; fisheries@vanuatu.com.vu 
	No responses

	Africa
	
	
	No response

	Namibia
	Paul Nichols, ex-adviser to the Minister of Fisheries
	pvnichols@gmail.com
	No self-assessments

	Seychelles
	Rondolph Payet, MD SFA

Florian Giroux, adviser SFA

Philippe Michaud, adviser to the Minister
	rpayet@sfa.sc
fgiroux@sfa.sc
pmichaud@mfa.gov.sc
	No response

	Mozambique
	James Wilson, consultant
	jdkw@mac.com / kusimoz@mac.com
	Project completion reports may be commissioned by  
the government (not the donor) although the requirement  
may be specified by the donor (see document 99)

	Angola
	Exmª Srª D. Manuela Sebastião

Directora do GEPE (Planning department)
	gepe-directora@angola-minpescas.com

	No response

	Liberia
	Yevewuo Subah, Director of Fisheries
	yevewuozsubah@yahoo.com
	No self-assessments

	Mauritius
	Mr. D. Mauree, Ministry of Fisheries
	dmauree@mail.gov.mu
	No response

	West Africa
	Benoit Horemans
	Benoit.horemans@fao.org
	No response

	Central and Southern America
	
	
	No response

	Brazil
	Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries

Claudia Beltran, CORMAPA
	binagri@agricultura.gov.br
clabeltu@coldecon.net.co, Claudia@cable.net.co
	No response

	Anguilla
	Mr. James Gumbs, Director of Fisheries
	fisheriesmr@gov.ai / 

james.gumbs@gov.ai
	No response

	Barbados
	Mr. Stephen Willoughby, Chief Fisheries Officer
	fishbarbados.cfo@caribsurf.com / fishbarbados@caribsurf.com
	No response

	Antigua and Barbuda
	MS. Cheryl Jeffrey-Appleton, Chief Fisheries Officer, Ministry
	fisheries@antigua.gov.ag
	No response

	Bahamas
	Mr. Michael T. Braynen, Director, Department of Marine Resources
	michaelbraynen@bahamas.gov.bs
	No response

	Belize
	Ms. Beverly Wade, Director of Fisheries
	species@btl.net
	No response

	Jamaica
	Mr. Andre Kong

Director of Fisheries
	andre_kong@yahoo.com
	No response

	Dominica
	Mr. Harold Guiste, Senior Fisheries Officer, Ministry
	fisheriesdivision@cwdom.dm / 

hguiste2002@yahoo.com
	No response

	Grenada
	Mr. Johnson St. Louis, Fisheries Officer, Ministry
	johnsonstlouis@yahoo.com
	No response

	St Lucia
	Mr. Vaughn A. Charles, Chief Fisheries Officer
	chieffish@slumaffe.org
	No response

	Suriname
	Mr. R.J. Debipersad, Director Fisheries
	visserijdienst@sr.net
	No response

	Trinidad and Tobago
	Ms. Ann-Marie Jobity, Director of Fisheries
	fishdiv@tstt.net.tt
	No response

	St Kitts and Nevis
	Mr. Joseph Simmonds, Senior Fisheries Officer
	fmusk@caribsurf.com
	No response

	St Vincent and the Grenadines
	Mr. Raymond Ryan

Chief Fisheries Officer
	fishdiv@caribsurf.com
	No response

	Turks and Caicos
	Mr. Wesley Clerveaux, Department of Environment and Coastal Resources
	decrsouth@tciway.tc
	No response


Appendix E: Evaluation reports collected

	Project Title
	Donor
	Year of evaluation
	Country
	Catalogue Number

	CATEGORY 1: METHODOLOGY DOCUMENTS AND DONOR EVALUATION GUIDELINES
	
	
	
	

	Questions And Answers On Hanoi Core Statement
	Vietnamese Government
	2006
	Vietnam
	3

	Hanoi Core Statement on Aid effectiveness
	Government & donors
	2006
	Vietnam
	4

	AusAid Policy on performance assessment and evaluation
	AusAid
	2007
	-
	29

	Irish Aid evaluation policy
	Ireland
	2007
	All
	51

	Jica project evaluation guidelines
	Jica
	2004
	All
	52 a-e

	Jstirrat Assessing the Impact of Development Research
	DFID
	2005
	Various
	70

	Managing small scale fisheries (methodology discussion of impacts)
	General
	2001
	Various
	89

	Evaluation guidelines between past and future
	Finland
	2007
	All
	93

	Guide De L’évaluation
	France
	2007
	All
	94

	CIDA’s Strategy for Ocean Management and Development
	Canada
	1998
	All 
	95

	DAC Quality Evaluation Standards
	OECD
	2006
	All
	96

	Evaluation Systems and Use a Working Tool for

Peer Reviews and Assessments
	OECD
	2006
	All
	97

	Valuing Pacific fish A framework for fisheries-related development assistance in the Pacific
	Australia
	2007
	Pacific
	100

	Performance Monitoring Indicators (World Bank)
http://www.worldbank.org/html/opr/pmi/contents.html
	World Bank
	1996
	Various
	103

	Overview of the work of the three programmes within the SPC Marine Resources Division
	SPC / New Zealand, Australia, France
	2007
	Pacific 
	105

	Impact Assessment Guidelines
	EC
	2005
	EU
	111

	Evaluation methods for the EU’s external assistance
	EC
	-
	All
	112

	Continued cooperation between Mozambique and Norway in Fisheries Development Appraisal of the Programme Document
	Norway
	2004
	Mozambique
	121

	Various strategic plans for SPC available at

http://www.spc.int/mrd/org.htm
	SPC
	Various
	Pacific
	Web page

	Assessment of the impact of aquatic resources research by ICLARM: scope and methodologies http://www.fao.org/docrep/005/x4545e/x4545e00.htm.
	General 
	1999
	Various 
	Web page only

	CIDA's Strategy for Ocean Management and Development

http://www.acdi-cida.gc.ca/CIDAWEB/acdicida.nsf/En/NAT-329142438-QRX
	CIDA
	1998
	All
	Web reference

	EuropeAid evaluation criteria

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/evaluation/methodology/methods/mth_ccr_en.htm
	EC
	-
	All
	Web reference

	Evaluation study on private initiative in artisanal fisheries projects in Africa south of the Sahara
	EU
	1993
	Africa
	Hard copy

	CATEGORY 2: PROJECT EVALUATIONS
	
	
	
	

	Protection Of The Marine Ecosystem Of The Red Sea Coast
	UNDP
	2001
	Yemen
	1

	Impact Assessment 

STOFA I & ALMRV II Components
	Danida
	2006
	Vietnam
	5b

	Mymensingh Aquaculture Extension Project 1989 – 2003
	Danida
	2004
	Bangladesh
	6

	Ex-Post Impact Study of the Noakhali Rural Development Project in Bangladesh. Impact of Physical Infrastructure Component
	Danida
	
	Bangladesh
	7

	Evaluation and Uptake Promotion of Data Collection Guidelines for Co-Managed Fisheries (R8462). Draft Evaluation Report with Fourth Fisheries Project, Bangladesh
	DFID
	2005
	Bangladesh
	11

	Interim evaluation of Nampula artisanal fisheries project
	IFAD
	2000
	Mozambique
	12

	The Natural Water Fisheries Development Project
	JICA
	1998
	Nepal
	13

	Assessing the Impact of the SUFER Project on

Teaching Quality in Fisheries and Aquaculture

in Bangladeshi Universities
	DFID
	2003
	Bangladesh
	14

	Sao Tome et Principe: Second Artisanal Fisheries Development Project 
	IFAD
	1993
	Sao Tome and Principe
	15

	Coastal habitats and resource management project: final evaluation
	EU
	2007
	Thailand
	16

	Mid-Term Review of the Commercialisation of Seaweed Production in the Solomon Islands
	EU
	2007
	Solomons
	17

	Tunisia: Second Agricultural Line Of Credit To The Banque Nationale Agricole Project Performance Evaluation Report
	AfDB
	2000
	Tunisia
	19

	Ghana : Second And Third Lines Of Credit To The Agricultural Development Bank (Agdb) Project Performance Evaluation Report
	AfDB
	2000
	Ghana
	20

	Rehabilitation And Development Of Fisheries In (Mozambique) The Inhambane Province. Final Report (Na8507)
	EU
	1994
	Mozambique
	Hard copy

	W/N/West Artisanal Fisheries Community Development, Sierra Leone Programme Final
	EU
	1995
	Sierra Leone
	Hard copy

	Project performance audit report on the second aquaculture development project in Bangladesh
	ADB
	2002
	Bangladesh
	35

	Special Managed Project Review: Reversing Environmental Degradation Trends

in the South China Sea and Gulf of Thailand
	GEF
	2004
	S China Sea
	39

	Danube Delta Biodivsersity project
	WB/GEF
	2005
	Romania
	42

	Danube Delta Biodivsersity project
	WB/GEF
	2005
	Ukraine
	43

	Coremap evaluation
	WB/GEF/IUCN
	2004
	Indonesia
	44

	Evaluation marine training college monkey bay
	Iceida
	2001
	Malawi
	45

	Support to the Regional Aquaculture Training Program at Bunda College of Agriculture - University of Malawi 2000-2005
	Iceida
	2006
	Malawi
	46

	Project Completion Report, Assistance to the Marine Administration of Malawi and the Malawi Marine Training College 1999-2005 / 2005
	Iceida
	2005
	Malawi
	47

	Project Evaluation: Upgrading of Laboratory Facilities in Maputo and Inhambane / 2004
	Iceida
	2004
	Mozambique
	48

	An Evaluation of the NAMFI/ICEIDA Cooperation Project 2002 -2004
	Iceida
	2004
	Namibia
	49

	ICEIDA Intervention in Quality Assurance of Fish Products in Uganda - Fish Quality Laboratory in Entebbe 2002-2005
	Iceida
	2005
	Uganda
	50

	Fisheries training technical project
	Jica
	2004
	Morocco
	53

	Higher institute for maritime studies
	Jica
	2003
	Morocco
	54

	The Coastal Fisheries Resources and Environment Conservation Project
	Jica
	2005
	Mauritius
	55

	Upgrading Mwekera Aquaculture Station
	Jica
	2002
	Zambia
	56

	Evaluation of JICA Technical Cooperation in Agriculture, Forestry and Fishery Projects in the Kingdom of Nepal with a Focus on Poverty and Gender Issues
	Jica
	2000
	Nepal
	57

	Improving Training And Research Capacity Of The University Of Fisheries, Vietnam  mid term review
	Norad
	2007
	Vietnam
	62

	Post evaluation study of IOFC
	FAO
	2002
	Indian Ocean
	63

	Development of Mnazi Bay-Ruvuma Estuary Marine Park Mid term evaluation
	IUCN
	2004
	Tanzania
	66

	Mid-Term Review: Hon Mun Marine protected Area Project, Khanh Hoa Province, Vietnam, August 2003
	IUCN
	2003
	Vietnam
	67

	Kibale and Semuliki Conservation and Development Project: Final Evaluation Report, July 2002
	IUCN
	2002
	Uganda
	68

	‘Fish Farming For Income Generation 

And Food Security’  (Fish Project) End Of Project Review 
	DFID
	2004
	Uganda
	71

	Support for University Fisheries Education and Research (SUFER) End of project review.
	DFID
	2004
	Bangladesh
	73

	Bangladesh Fourth Fisheries Project Aquatic Biodiversity Conservation Project: Interim review mission
	GEF/IDA/DFID
	2004
	Bangladesh
	74

	SFLP MTE evaluation
	DFID/FAO
	2003
	W Africa
	77

	Mid-term evaluation of the FishCode Project
	FAO
	2000
	Various
	85

	Évaluation Du Programme Sectoriel Peche 1992 to 1996 PNUD/FAO/MAG/92/004
	FAO
	1995
	Madagascar
	88

	Project Review Mission For Sida/ ASEAN-SEAFDEC
	SIDA
	2007
	Thailand/Asean
	90
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Gathering for Management


	SIDA
	2007
	Asia
	91

	Sustainable Use of Coral Reef Fisheries Resources
	JICA
	2002
	Tonga
	98

	Nampula Artisanal Fisheries Project Completion Report
	IFAD / OPEC / UNOPS
	2003
	Mozambique
	99

	Performance review of project Establishment of Vietnam’s Fisheries Law and regulations, Phase II – bringing law to life
	Norad
	2007
	Vietnam
	101

	Infopeche joint review mission
	FAO/Norad
	1992
	Africa
	102

	Terminal Evaluation Of The Oceanic Fisheries Management Component
	GEF/UNDP
	2004
	Pacific
	110

	Evaluation of NDF-financed components in the 3rd Fisheries project in Maldives
	NDF
	1996
	Maldives
	Hard copy

	Evaluation of NDF-financed activities in the seaflower whitefish corporation project in Nambia
	NDF
	1996
	Namibia
	Hard copy

	Fisheries sector evaluation Vol 3 Malawi fisheries development project
	NDF / Iceida
	2000
	Malawi
	Hard copy

	Fisheries sector evaluation Vol 2 Malawi fisheries development project
	NDF / Iceida
	2000
	Malawi
	Hard copy

	Fisheries sector evaluation Vol 4 Cape Verde integrated fisheries development project
	NDF / Iceida
	2000
	Malawi
	Hard copy

	Research project for the management of the fisheries in Lake Tanganyika
	Finland
	1995
	Burundi, Tanzania, Zaire, Zambia
	Hard copy

	CATEGORY 3: NON FISHERIES-SPECIFIC PROGRAMME EVALUATIONS
	
	
	
	

	A Study Of Dfid’s Support For Post-Cyclone Livelihoods Rehabilitation In Orissa, India
	DFID
	2001
	India
	10

	Evaluation Danish development assistance to Vietnam 1993 - 2000
	Danida
	2002
	Vietnam
	18

	Uganda : Review Of The Bank Group Assistance To The Agriculture And Rural Development Sector In Uganda Detailed Technical Analysis Of Study Key Findings Report
	AfDB
	2002
	Uganda
	21

	Mauritania Country Assistance evaluation
	AfDB
	2005
	Mauritania
	22

	Review Of 2001 – 2002 Evaluating Results
	AfDB
	2002
	All
	23

	Morocco : Evaluation Of Bank Assistance To The Agriculture And Rural Development Sector
	AfDB
	2006
	Morocco
	24

	Review Of 1996-1998 Evaluation Results: Lessons From Experience And Some Implications For The Future
	AfDB
	2002
	All
	25

	Cameroon evaluation of country assistance 1996 to 2004
	AfDB
	2008
	Cameroon
	26

	Ghana agricultural sector rehabilitation programme evaluation
	AfDB
	2002
	Ghana
	27

	Tunisia agriculture sector adjustment programme evaluation
	AfDB
	2002
	Tunisia
	28

	Evaluation Of FAO Activities In Cambodia 2002 To 2007
	FAO
	2007
	Cambodia
	30

	Management response: Country evaluations prepared by FAO Representation in Cambodia
	FAO
	2007
	Cambodia
	30b

	Evaluation of EU Aid to ACP countries
	EU
	1998
	ACP countries
	32

	Joint evaluation of the international response to the Indian Ocean Tsunami
	Joint
	2006
	Tsunami-affected countries
	36

	An Independent External Evaluation of the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD)
	IFAD
	2005
	All
	37

	Programme study on International Waters
	GEF
	2005
	various
	38

	List of countries covered by IW program
	GEF
	2005
	various
	38 b

	World Bank Lending For Lines of Credit - An IEG Evaluation
	WB
	2006
	All
	41

	The Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol Addressing Challenges of Globalization: An Independent Evaluation of the World Bank’s Approach to Global Programs
	WB UNDP, UNIDO, and UNEP
	2004
	Global
	58

	Evaluation of Multilateral Investment Fund (MIF) BDS Programs, IADB 2004
	IADB
	2003
	Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Mexico
	59

	Evaluation of Nordic Development Fund
	NDF
	2004
	All
	60

	Programme Régional de Conservation de la zone Côtière et Marine an Afrique de l'Ouest - PRCM - Evaluation à mi-parcours - Novembre 2006 
	IUCN
	2006
	Africa
	65

	Impact Assessment of Some Selected AFGRP Funded Projects in Bangladesh
	DFID
	2006
	Bangladesh
	72

	Evaluation of DFID’s RNRRS Programme Annexes
	DFID
	2005
	Various
	75

	Evaluation Of Dfid Renewable Natural Resources Research Strategy
	DFID
	2005
	Various
	76

	Evaluation of FAO Strategic Objective D2 “Conservation, Rehabilitation and Development of Environments at Greatest Risk”
	FAO
	2006
	All
	81

	Norwegian aid works, but not well enough
	Norad
	2007
	All
	104

	CATEGORY 4: FISHERIES-SPECIFIC PROGRAMME EVALUATIONS
	
	
	
	

	Results and Impact Review of Namibian / Norwegian co-operation in the fisheries and maritime sectors
	Norad
	2005
	Nambia
	2

	Fisheries Sector Programme Support, 2000-2005
	Danida
	2006
	Vietnam
	5

	Special Evaluation Study on Small-Scale Freshwater Rural Aquaculture Development for Poverty Reduction
	ADB
	2004
	Bangladesh, Philippines, Thailand
	9

	Evaluation of the Danish assistance to the fisheries sector in Mozambique
	Danida
	1995
	Mozambique
	8

	Evaluation Danish development assistance to Vietnam 1993 - 2000 Annex 3 Fisheries
	Danida
	2002
	Vietnam
	18a

	Evaluation of the Relationship between Country Programmes and Fisheries Agreements
	EU
	2002
	-
	31

	Evaluation of the Relationship between Country Programmes and Fisheries Agreements - Annexes
	EU
	2002
	-
	31b

	EC Fisheries Contributions To The Pacific Evaluation Of The EC Funded Programme Under Lome III Pacific Regional Marine Resources Development Programme
	EU
	1993
	Pacific
	122 Hard copy

	Asean Aquaculture Development And Cooperation Programme Final Report
	EU
	1997
	ASEAN
	123 Hard copy

	Fisheries sector evaluation final report (and country annexes)
	NDF, NIB, World Bank, Norad, Danida, Iceida
	2000
	Cape Verde, Mozambique, Malawi, Maldives and Namibia
	124 Hard copy

	Special evaluation study of ADB fisheries policy
	ADB
	2006
	All, but concentrated in Sri lanka, Philippines and Indonesia
	33

	Learning curves: ADB fisheries policy
	ADB
	2006
	All
	33b

	An impact evaluation of genetically improved farmed tilapia
	ADB
	2005
	Selected
	34

	Saving fish and fishers: Toward Sustainable and Equitable Governance of the Global Fishing Sector
	WB
	2004
	All
	40

	Review of Norwegian assistance to the fisheries sector in Angola
	Norad
	2007
	Angola
	61

	Development co-operation for Marine Research in East and West Africa Lessons Learned and Future Directions
	IUCN
	2007
	Africa
	64

	Fisheries Management Science Programme: An overview of developmental impact to 2005
	DFID
	2005
	Various
	69

	Impact Study on Community Fisheries
	FAO
	2007
	Cambodia
	78

	SFLP Final evaluation
	DFID/FAO
	2007
	W Africa
	79

	Evaluation of FAO Activities in Fisheries Exploitation and Utilization Programme 2.3.3
	FAO
	2004
	All
	80

	Auto-Evaluation Summary of Programme Entities of the Fisheries Department Inland Water and Aquaculture Service (FIRI) of UN FAO  
	FAO
	2005
	All
	82

	Evaluation of FAO activities in fisheries exploitation and utilization
	FAO
	2005
	All
	83

	FIDI/FIGIS auto evaluation
	FAO
	2004
	All
	84

	Fisheries Resources And Aquaculture (Evaluation of Programme 2.3.2)
	FAO
	1997
	Various
	86

	FAO Assistance To Small-Scale Fisheries Extract from Programme Evaluation Report 1992-93 – Chapter Three
	FAO
	1993
	Various
	87

	Towards the increased policy relevance of fisheries research. A discussion paper prepared for the Fifth Fisheries Development Donor Consultation. Rome, Italy,
	All
	1999
	All
	92

	SPC Directors report
	SPC / New Zealand, Australia, France
	2006
	Pacific
	106

	A review of the SPC coastal fisheries programme
	SPC / New Zealand, Australia, France
	2003
	Pacific
	107

	A review of the SPC oceanic fisheries programme
	SPC / New Zealand, Australia, France
	2001
	Pacific
	108

	SPC officer training course review
	SPC / New Zealand
	2003
	Pacific
	109

	Sector Synthesis Of Evaluation Findings In The Fisheries Sector
	ADB
	1998
	All
	113

	Review of Institutional Co-operation in Fisheries Research and Management Mozambique- Norway
	Norway
	2002
	Mozambique
	118

	Results and Impact Review of Norwegian/South African cooperation in the Fisheries Sector 1995-2005
	Norway
	2005
	South Africa
	119

	The BENEFIT programme report of the evaluation panel
	Norway
	2001
	Southern Africa
	120

	OTHER POTENTIAL SITES OF RELEVANCE
	
	
	
	

	Fisheries projects reports available from FAO PBEE website

http://www.fao.org/pbe/pbee/en/index.html, and also in FI library
	FAO
	Various
	Various
	Not downloaded

	Many implementation completion reports available in World Bank database, which relate to projects with some involvement with fisheries
	World Bank
	Various
	 Various
	Not downloaded

	More than 60 fisheries project evaluations available on USAID website, but at a cost, and none for fisheries sector support as a whole, or for fisheries sector support to one country over extended period
	USAID
	Various
	Various
	Not downloaded

	Terminal evaluation of GEF projects available at following, but not specific to fisheries

http://www.gefonline.org/projectlist.cfm?showomereports=y   
	GEF
	Various
	Various
	Not downloaded

	http://www.onefish.org/global/index.jsp (see excel files 114-117 for list of evaluation references extracted by Joan Baron)
	Various
	Various
	Various
	114-117 references checked for thematic evaluations

	Other potentially useful websites include (click on link)

Development Gateway on Aid Effectiveness  

OECD on Aid Effectiveness 

Performance Assessment Resources Centre (PARC) 

DFID Aid Effectiveness 

2006 Asian Regional Forum on Aid Effectiveness 

Aid Harmonization and Alignment 

Overseas Development Institute 

Centre for Global Development 
	Various
	Various
	Various
	

	No ‘evaluation’ records on AiDA database, but 401 records of fishing projects. (http://aida.developmentgateway.org/index.do) 
	
	
	
	


Phase 1: Data & information collection





Phase 2: Agreement on methodology





Phase 3: Analysis and study findings





Preliminary Report





Draft Final Report





Final Report





Electronic Archive





FAO and World Bank





comment





comment





Project/Programme Evaluation





Project/Programme Design





Project/Programme Implementation





Inputs or activities





Impacts / Goal





Outcomes / Purpose





Outputs





Relevance





Impacts





Sustainability





Efficiency





Effectiveness





Reports to ensure accountability, value for money of public sector funding, and justification for additional/reduced sector support





Over Time: Lessons learned informing subsequent design, and improved impacts





Risks/assumptions & externalities








� Pers. Comm., Marc Nolting


� Where multiple documents relate to the same evaluation, a count of 1 document is assumed


� 


DAC 5 �
CRS �
DESCRIPTION�
Clarifications / Additional notes on coverage�
�
  313�
�
FISHING�
�
�
�
31310�
Fishing policy and administrative management�
Fishing sector policy, planning and programs; institution capacity building and advice; ocean and coastal fishing; marine and freshwater fish surveys and prospecting; fishing boats/equipment; unspecified fishing activities.�
�
�
31320�
Fishery development�
Exploitation and utilisation of fisheries; fish stock protection; aquaculture; integrated fishery projects.�
�
�
31381�
Fishery education/training�
�
�
�
31382�
Fishery research�
Pilot fish culture; marine/freshwater biological research.�
�
�
31391�
Fishery services�
Fishing harbours; fish markets; fishery transport and cold storage.�
�



� assessing the extent to which the programme/project satisfies the needs of the various interest groups and gauging the degree to which at a given time it is justified and fits within the global and national/local environment and development priorities


� measuring the extent to which the objectives have been achieved or the likelihood that they will be achieved


� assessing the outputs in relation to inputs, looking at costs, implementing time, and economic and financial results


� measuring both the positive and negative, foreseen and unforeseen, changes to and effects on society caused by the programme/project under evaluation


� measuring the extent to which benefits continue from a particular programme/project after its completion


� “to establish systems  to enable countries to maximise benefits while ensuring sustainability of DWFN activities”


� to provide member PICTs with the scientific information and advice necessary to rationally manage fisheries, in exploiting the region’s resources of tuna, billfish and related species


� economic growth through sustainable exploitation (impact); scientific support and information (output) for conservation and mgt (impact); increase scientific understanding (outcome); development of statistical systems (output) to enhance monitoring capability (outcome)


� See Béné, C.; Macfadyen, G.; Allison, E.H. Increasing the contribution of small-scale fisheries to poverty alleviation and food security. FAO Fisheries Technical Paper. No. 481. Rome, FAO. 2007. 125p 


� Funding for the different programmes reviewed varied greatly, from less than $10 million to more than $1 billion (in the case of the ADB Sector Synthesis Of Evaluation Findings In The Fisheries Sector – ref 113)


�  Ministry of Fisheries and Marine Resources, “Annual Report 2002”, Windhoek, 2002 


� Funding for this effort also came from UNDP, ICLARM and national research partners


� Joint funding with NIB, World Bank, Norad, Danida, Iceida


� In terms of literacy, numeracy, incomes, access to credit, social organisational strengthening


� op. cit. 
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